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ABSTRACT
With the advances in technology, there has been a steady and unstoppable expansion in
online education, and as technology has kept changing, so has online education. These changes
have impacted the experiences of the faculty members, which has led to a growing interest in
examining what online faculty members’ lived experiences are. To have a better understanding
of the prior status of the research conducted on online education, this dissertation included a
systematic literature review between the years 2000-2018. The systematic review of the literature
demonstrated that the major issues examined in prior studies included online faculty motivation,
inhibitors, online faculty course design, implementation practices and roles, and online faculty
satisfaction. Researchers have attempted to explain online faculty motivation, satisfaction,
workload and role changes mostly through quantitative studies. Some researchers also
implemented mixed methods and qualitative research to examine online faculty members’
perceptions of online education, best practices in designing and implementing online courses.
These studies were limited in terms of their data relying mostly on context bounded self-reports.
Moreover, as technology evolves swiftly, so does the online education due to the changing
affordances of available technology. Therefore, this study aims to describe the lived experiences
of the online faculty members through a qualitative research design, namely multiple descriptive
case study, collecting data from two rounds of interviews and an online course observation. In
addition, a review of the literature demonstrated that only one study attempted to examine online
faculty experiences through the lens of a distance learning theory (Bair & Bair, 2011). Therefore,
there was also a need to analyze and explain the experiences of the online faculty members
ix

through a distance learning theory. While depicting the lived experiences of the online faculty
members, the current study aims to portray a detailed picture of the online faculty members’
course design and implementation strategies in relation to Michael Moore’s (1989) Three Types
of Interaction Framework.
The findings of the study demonstrate that online faculty motivation and satisfaction are
dynamic. As the initial experiences of the faculty members wear out, the factors impacting their
motivation and satisfaction change. The factors impacting faculty members’ motivation and
satisfaction also vary from one faculty member to another faculty member. In addition, the
experiences of the faculty members in designing and implementing online courses change as
they become more experienced. The faculty members implement several strategies to facilitate
student interaction with other students, the course content and the course instructor while they
design and teach online courses. They also improve their strategies as they face challenges while
they teach online.
The findings of the study in relation to Michael Moore’s (1989) Three Types of
Interaction Framework demonstrate that while the faculty members design their online courses,
they pay utmost attention to having a consistent structure of their online courses in order to avoid
student disorientation. They use a variety of content materials to cater for the needs of their
online students, and design several activities to enhance student interaction with the content.
They prefer to chunk the content into modules, in which they design a consistent pattern of
course activities. The faculty members while designing the course activities also pay attention to
creating opportunities for learner-learner interaction such as discussion boards and group
projects. The study also show that faculty design their online courses in ways help them
x

communicate with the students, for instance, they design home pages, orientation modules, or
provide several alternative ways of contact.
The study also indicates that while the faculty teach online courses, they use different
strategies to facilitate student interaction with their classmates, the course content and the
instructor. The strategies implemented to enhance learner-learner interaction include mostly
discussion forums. The faculty members paid attention to provide variety of assignments for
discussions such as reflecting on peer’s work, discussing case studies as well as checking if the
students read the assigned materials. Due to student complaints about the challenges faced while
completing group projects, they were rarely used. Some faculty chose to drop the group projects
completely whereas some faculty used them sparingly. As for the student interaction with the
content, most faculty members prefer to roll out the whole course upfront and allow students to
see the whole course, be able to make connections and see the expected outcomes. Some faculty,
however, also prefer releasing the course content module by module and using pre-requisites to
control student interaction with the content as well as their peers. As for student interaction with
the course instructor, the faculty members implement various strategies such as on-campus
course orientations, announcements, e-mails, discussion boards, one-on-one synchronous
sessions and phone calls to communicate with their students.
Finally, the study presents a more detailed picture of the lived experiences of the online
faculty through the lens of distance learning theoretical framework. It helps to better understand
how the online faculty design and facilitate student interaction with their classmates, course
content as well as the course instructor. It provides several pedagogical and empirical
implications in line with and addition to prior research.
xi

CHAPTER I:

INTRODUCTION

Distance education has greatly evolved in the last decades with the developments in
technologies since its first practice in 1800s. Back then, it was called correspondence program,
developed at the University of Chicago in the late 1800s (Gunawardena & McIsaac, 2004), and
the only medium to deliver instruction was using texts via postal services (Moore & Kearsley,
2011). The aim of correspondence education was to make it possible for the unprivileged to
benefit from equal educational opportunities. Although this form of education was looked down
on by the elites, and seen to be an inferior form of education, it seemed to have worked
effectively based on the ratio of the instructors and students as “each year, 125 instructors taught
3000 students enrolled in 350 courses” (Simonson, Smaldino, Albright, & Zvacek, 2009, p. 37).
In the twentieth century, the developments in radio technology during the World War I
and the developments of TVs in 1930’s impacted the traditional instruction as well as distance
education. Unfortunately, radio technology could not survive longer than a decade. In spite of the
fact that experimental television teaching programs became popular since 1930’s, it was not until
1950’s that TV-programmed college level credit courses were offered (Simonson, Smaldino,
Albright, & Zvacek, 2009). However, this was a very expensive method of instruction for the
universities (Sherry, 1995). With the advances in technology, satellites emerged and helped
1

make it cheaper and cost-effective. Sherry (1995) contends that unfortunately, this type of
education could not provide a two-way communication between the student and the teacher
because the expert teachers did not have the talents for teaching on TV. In late 1970’s, the trend
changed direction once again thanks to the TV series professionally designed and produced to
teach students new content not available in schools, and distance education was considered to be
complementary to the curriculum (Sherry, 1995).
In the 1980’s, distance education saw a drastic growth due to the development of fiber
optic telecommunications and provision of many opportunities such as “two-way, high-quality
audio and video systems” (Simonson, et al., 2009, p. 38). There were several institutions
promoting distance education. The name “the International Council for Correspondence
Education” changed to “the International Council for Distance Education” in order to reflect the
changing developments in the field of education in 1982 (Gunawardena & McIsaac, 2004, p.
357). In the early 1990’s, the most popular and accepted distance education trend became “one
of multiculturalism, humanities, and world affairs” (Sherry, 1995, p. 339). The most common
media were computer-based communication which included “electronic mail (E-mail), bulletin
board systems (BBSs), and Internet; telephone-based audio-conferencing; and videoconferencing
with 1- or 2-way video and 2-way audio via broadcast, cable, telephone, fiber optics, satellite,
microwave, closed-circuit or low power television” (Sherry, 1995, pp. 339-340).
In today’s world, technology has made distance education possible and available to
millions of people with a wide range of affordances, and according to Allen and Seaman (2017),
in Fall 2015, the number of students taking at least one distance course in the US was more than
6 million. Due to recent significant technological advances allowing all course materials to be
available on the Web 24 hours a day seven days a week, it is more convenient for faculty and
2

students not to meet in traditional classroom settings at scheduled times but pursue their
academic study at their own convenience (Oblinger, Barone, & Hawkins, 2001). A much larger
amount of content is accessible via the Web than the past. The current technology today also
allows the reuse of digitized content (Anderson, 2004). This new dynamic learning environment
also allows the content to be up-to-date and meet the learner’s needs as they change (Chute,
Thompson, & Hancock, 1999).
All these developments in online education also brought about a shift in the teaching
practice. Anderson (2004) claims that the Internet helps us to have an e-learning environment
rich with learner-learner, learner-content, and student-teacher interactions. Newer technologies
provide opportunities for novel teaching strategies to emerge (Harasim, 2000), and they require
new skills for teachers (Chute, Thompson, & Hancock, 1999). Rather than being a lecturer, the
faculty members need to be like orchestrators of multimedia technologies. To be able to teach
effectively, the instructor needs to take into account multiple ways of engagement and interaction
with the learners in either the synchronous or asynchronous distance learning experience (Chute,
Thompson, & Hancock, 1999).
In line with the changes in teaching experiences, there has been a considerable growth of
interest in doing research on faculty members’ experiences in teaching distance courses. Many
earlier studies were heavily quantitative examining faculty perceptions such as factors
motivating faculty members to teach online or inhibiting faculty participation in teaching online
courses. For example, Schifter (2000) examined the top five factors that motivated and inhibited
online faculty participation in distance education. Schifter found that the top five motivating
factors for the online faculty were “personal motivation to use technology, opportunity to
develop new ideas, opportunity to improve my teaching, opportunity to diversify program
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offerings, and greater flexibility for students” (p.17) and the top inhibiting factors were “lack of
technical support provided by the institution, lack of release time, concern about the faculty
workload, lack of grants for materials/expenses, and concern about the quality of courses” (p.
19). In another study, investigating the inhibiting factors, Lloyd, Byrne, and McCoy (2012)
found that the factors investigated loaded into four categories as interpersonal, institutional,
training/technology and cost/benefit. They also found that there were differences between faculty
members who had taught an online course and who had not taught or taken an online course in
terms of how they ranked the inhibitors. Their findings demonstrated that there were differences
between the faculty members with online teaching experience and the faculty with no online
teaching or learning experience in that the faculty with no experience perceived the inhibitors
greater than the faculty with experience. Some studies also investigated faculty workload. In
most of these studies, faculty reported spending more time designing and teaching online courses
(e.g., Cavanaugh, 2005; Tomei, 2006). However, there are also some studies in which some
faculty reported spending less time teaching online courses than traditional classroom courses
(e.g., Bender, Wood & Vredevoogd, 2004; Hislop & Ellis, 2004). Prior studies also focused on
faculty satisfaction and surveyed the faculty to determine their satisfaction levels and what
factors impacted faculty satisfaction. For instance, Al-Zahrani (2015) investigated what factors
impacted faculty satisfaction teaching online courses, and the findings demonstrated that faculty
members’ satisfaction with teaching online was neutral. The online faculty members were more
satisfied with the learner-learner interactions, instructor-student interactions, affordances of
technology, course design and implementation. The online faculty members were less satisfied
with support provided by the institutions. In another study by Bolliger and Wasilik (2009), it was
found that online faculty satisfaction was impacted mostly by student-related factors, followed
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by instructor-related factors; however, the factors related to institution were perceived as
important as student or instructor-related factors.
Prior studies also used mixed methods to examine faculty experiences teaching online
courses. Most of these studies used surveys with open-ended questions to explore issues such as
online faculty motivation, satisfaction with teaching online courses or time comparisons of
teaching face-to-face versus online. For instance, Betts (2014) examined what factors impacted
faculty members to start and continue teaching online with a population consisting of faculty
with online teaching experience, faculty with no online teaching experience and deans using a
survey with open-ended questions. Betts found that there were differences of perceptions as to
what motivated and inhibited faculty participation in teaching online among the faculty teaching
online course, faculty with no teaching online experience and the deans.
More recently, researchers started to examine best practices in online teaching using
qualitative research methods. Most of the data in these qualitative studies were from interviews
only. For example, Baran, Correia and Thompson (2013) examined practices of the exemplary
online faculty members who transitioned to teach online through single interviews, and found
that the faculty members still considered their teaching practices of face-to-face courses
important; however, they also had to consider the affordances and limitations of the online
environment and made modifications on their teaching practices. Some of the tasks that the
faculty members paid attention to in their online practices included knowing the content and
knowing how to structure and organize it, intensive planning and designing in order not to face
issues, knowing student profile and designing relevant activities, establishing good studentteacher relationship and having enhanced communication in order to maintain teacher presence
and prevent the feelings of isolation. In another study, Arinto (2013) examined how the faculty
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members’ course design practices changed in the online courses, and proposed a framework for
how to develop online faculty members’ competencies. The framework developed included
competency areas such as content development, course activities’ design, strategies for teaching
and assessment. These areas were aligned with the expertise levels of the online faculty under the
titles of basic, intermediate and advanced skills. Within each intersection of the areas and
expertise levels, they listed the required skills. For instance, the teaching strategies for basic
skills category included knowing the differences of instructor roles for online and face-to-face
teaching, delivering direct online instruction.
In addition, the review of the existing literature showed that only one study was found
employing a distance learning theory to examine online faculty experiences. In the study
conducted by Bair and Bair (2011) on their own teaching experiences, it was found that there
were six major paradoxes in teaching online experience when examined through the lens of
Community of Inquiry. In social presence, they found that the first paradox was technology both
brought the students and faculty together and separated them. The second paradox one was
although online communication was private, it was public, at least to people in the same
community. In cognitive presence, the first paradox was related to asynchronous text-based
discourse. It enhanced interaction, but it also prevented engagement. Then, there was more
information available to students but they “were less informed” (p.5). Finally, in teaching
presence, the first paradox was although teaching online was believed to be flexible, it also
needed structure. And technology was supposed to make teaching easier, but online faculty
workload was higher.
The current state of the literature showed that majority of the studies on online faculty
implemented survey method to collect data on different aspects of teaching online courses.
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Surveys were also the major data collection method for mixed methods studies, and most of them
included only a few open-ended questions. As for qualitative studies, most of the data came from
only interviews and there were very few studies that used other data sources to triangulate their
data. The major limitation of all three types of studies was their data relied on self-report and
bounded by the context they were implemented. Therefore, there is a need to further examine the
experiences of the online faculty members in different contexts with more sources of data.
Furthermore, there was also only one study that employed a distance learning theory to help
explain what teaching online experience was like. In the light of this information about the gap in
the literature, the current study was initiated to examine the lived experiences of the online
faculty members with two rounds of interviews together with a detailed online course
observation. The current study also attempted to explain online faculty members’ experiences
through the lens of a distance learning framework, namely, Three Types of Interaction by
Michael Moore (1989).

Statement of the Problem

The rapid and unstoppable advances in technology allow more and more students to take
online courses. According to Allen and Seaman (2017), the percentage of students taking at least
one online course in Fall 2015 was 29.7. These advances in technology have changed the
learning and teaching experiences. Today, the wide variety of technologies available provides
opportunities as well as challenges for orchestrating learner interactions and delivering content in
the online environments. Prior research focused on faculty perception of their motivation,
challenges, time and workload comparisons teaching online courses versus face-to-face courses
and satisfaction in teaching online courses. However, most of these studies were conducted via
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surveys. More recent research studies employed qualitative methods mainly using only
interviews to examine best practices. One limitation of both types of current studies is that they
mainly relied on subjective data, self-reports in a certain context, which sometimes may not be
adequate in depicting the lived experiences of the faculty. In addition, as technology evolves
rapidly so do learning management systems. Therefore, faculty members’ experiences evolve in
line with these technological advances. Moreover, as online education gains increasing
popularity, more faculty members are required to teach online courses. In line with these
changes, experiences of the online faculty also change. Therefore, there is a need to better
understand the nature of lived experiences of the faculty teaching online courses. More
specifically it is important to have an understanding of how the faculty members start their
online teaching journeys, what strategies they implement while they design, what challenges they
encounter as they design and teach online courses, and what strategies they implement to
overcome these challenges. In order to be able to depict a complete picture of such a
multifaceted process, there is also a need to design research studies that use various sources of
data and data collection methods that can help delineate the elaborate experience of online
teaching.

Purpose of the Study

The need for data triangulation in online education research to obtain enriched and more
in-depth data about lived experiences of distance education faculty inspired the current study.
More specifically, the purpose of the current study is to explore the faculty members’
experiences in teaching online courses employing a descriptive intrinsic multiple case study
approach to seek a better and deeper understanding of how faculty members design and teach
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distance courses using a variety of technology tools and environments to facilitate learnercontent, learner-learner, and learner instructor interactions. It aims to achieve this goal by
collecting data through interviews with faculty members and observations of their online
courses. The study also aims to use Michael Moore’s (1989) Three types of Interaction as a
theoretical framework in describing the faculty members’ lived experiences while they design
and teach online courses. According to Michael Moore, learner-content interaction, learnerinstructor interaction, and learner-learner interaction are essential components in online
courses. This framework provides the theoretical underpinnings to better understand experiences
of online faculty in terms of what practices faculty members implement, what challenges they
encounter and how they counterattack these challenges while orchestrating each type of
interaction.

Significance of the Study

The present study strives to more fully describe the lived experiences of the faculty
members in a bounded system by collecting data utilizing interviews and observations leading to
a better understanding of the shared experiences of the faculty teaching distance courses, by
means of which it aims to achieve triangulation. Additionally, technology evolves swiftly
causing changes in the teaching practice so it is necessary that more studies regularly investigate
lived experiences of faculty to inform the academia about the most recent changes in online
teaching pedagogy, emerging needs of students and their changing expectations from online
courses, and new coping strategies that faculty uses about what it is like to teach at a distance
and even compare and contrast findings with the existing research findings so that a better
understanding is achieved. Therefore, this current study is an attempt to fill the gap in the
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literature by providing fuller and more detailed depictions of the faculty members’ experiences
using Michael Moore’s (1989) three types of interactions (learner-content, learner-learner, and
learner instructor), what challenges the faculty members face and what strategies they develop to
overcome these challenges and how they implement the strategies in their courses, what
motivates and satisfies them as they design and facilitate the three types of interaction in a
distance course.
The findings of the study will have important implications for research, theory
development, and practice. There is a need to use different data collection methods to explore the
issue of faculty members’ lived experiences so that more solid perspectives can be formed. The
multiple descriptive case study deployed in the current study to explore lived experiences of the
online faculty will contribute to existing research on faculty experiences teaching online courses
with more in-depth analysis of the phenomenon. The findings of this multiple descriptive case
study will contribute to a better understanding of what it means to teach online courses, what
factors impact the experience of the faculty members through a theoretical framework.
There are generally two types of theories: descriptive and prescriptive (Elen & Clarebout,
2008). Descriptive theories attempt to provide a description of the phenomenon. Prescriptive
theories attempt to predict results if certain conditions are met. Moore’s (1989) three types of
interaction theoretical framework can be used to serve both descriptive and prescriptive
purposes. In his original essay, Moore argues that there are three essential interactions in distance
education: learner-content, learner-instructor and learner-learner. He also predicts that a strong
presence of one type of interaction can compensate for the lack of the other two. This study
attempts to use Moore’s three types of interactions as a theoretical framework in analyzing the
research data to better describe faculty members’ online teaching experiences, their challenges,
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strategies and successes in designing and implementing each of the three interactions. Examining
faculty members’ lived experiences in distance education based on a theoretical framework
allows a more systematic analysis of how evolving technologies impact faculty members’ lived
experiences and how the experiences change in line with changes in technology.
The results of this study will provide illustrations of how the faculty members use
technology and pedagogy means in designing and orchestrating the three types of interaction in
online courses, and their strategies in designing and implementing online courses. These findings
will also be important in informing other faculty members about the possible practices, hurdles,
strategies implemented and the limitations of the online environments.

Research Questions

The research questions that guided the study are as follows:
1. What are the faculty members' experiences teaching online courses?
2. What strategies/approaches related to three types of interaction do the faculty who teach
online courses use as they design their online courses?
3. What strategies/approaches related to three types of interaction do the faculty who teach
online courses use as they teach?
4. What challenges related to three types of interaction do the faculty members who teach
online courses face as they teach, and what strategies do they implement?
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Definition of Terms
Distance education – Keegan (1996) defined distance education as “a generic term that includes
the range of teaching/learning strategies used by correspondence colleges, open universities,
distance departments of conventional colleges or universities and distance training units of
corporate providers” (p. 34). It is further explained as the term used for those who choose to
study at their homes or any other location instead of physically attending a school or university.
Experience – There are two concepts of experience: Erlebnis and Erfahrung. The former refers
to everyday use of experience, however, the latter is used with Transcendental-Phenomenology,
meaning “the full-fledged experience or act of consciousness in which something real is given to
consciousness as what it genuinely is” (Kockelmanns, 1994, p. 82). In this study, the second
meaning will be referred to as it applies to more professional experience, and the study aims to
raise awareness about what it means to teach an online course. And online teaching experience,
in line with the definition of distance education, can be defined as teaching at institutions such as
open universities or distance departments of universities whose students choose to study at their
homes or any other location of their preference.
Learner-content interaction – It is the interaction that takes place between the learner and the
content or the study subject.
Learner-instructor interaction – Interaction that takes place between the learner and the
instructor, who can be the content expert or some other acting instructor.
Learner-learner interaction – Interaction that happens with “the exchange of information, ideas
and dialog that occur between students about the course” either in a structured or unstructured
manner (Gunawardena & McIsaac, 2004, p. 362).
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Satisfaction – In this study, satisfaction with teaching online courses means “the perception that
the process of teaching in the online environment is efficient, effective, and beneficial for the
individual” (Bolliger, Inan, & Wasilik, 2014, p. 184).
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CHAPTER II:

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter provides information for the theoretical background of the study defining
what Michael Moore’s Three Types of Interaction Framework is, and then informs about prior
research conducted on online faculty members through a systematic literature review. A brief
summary is provided at the end of the chapter.
Michael Moore’s Three Types of Interaction Framework

In 1989, Michael Moore proposed Three Types of Interaction Framework, which
comprised learner-content, learner-instructor and learner-learner interaction. At a panel
discussion held by the Divisions of Independent Study and Educational Telecommunications of
the National University Continuing Education Association on “Interaction: That perplexing
component of distance education,” in response to the questions such as “ What level of
interaction is essential for effective learning? What is good interaction? How can we achieve it?
What does real time interaction contribute? Is it worth the cost?” Michael Moore suggested that
there should be at least three types of interaction that are agreed on and distinguished, learnercontent interaction, learner-instructor interaction, and learner-learner interaction (Moore, 1989;
Moore, 1993). According to Michael Moore, distinguishing these three types of interaction from
each other is of great importance for educators in order not to have misunderstandings while they
benefit from different media. He further explains that one major weakness of distance education
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lies in commitment to using only one type of medium, such as teleconferencing; however, such a
commitment is likely to allow only one type of interaction to be achieved fully, which is learnerlearner interaction and some learner-instructor interaction in the case of teleconferencing given
as an example. However, teleconferencing is often times misunderstood and misused for
instructor presentations. Therefore, there is a great need for the educators to “organize
programmes to ensure maximum effectiveness of each type of interaction, and ensure they
provide the type of interaction that is most suitable for the various teaching tasks of different
subject areas, and for learners at different stages of development” (Moore, 1989, p. 5; Moore,
1993, p.23).
Learner-Content Interaction
Learner-content interaction is the first type of interaction, and it takes place between the
learner and the content or the study subject. Moore (1989; 1993) posits that learner-content
interaction is the characteristic that defines education. He describes it as “the process of
intellectually interacting with the content that results in changes in the learner’s understanding,
the learner’s perspective, or the cognitive structures of the learner’s mind” (1989, p. 2; 1993, p.
20). Both Moore (1989; 1993) and Gunawardena and McIsaac (2004) find learner-content
interaction similar to what Holmberg (1986) refer to as “internal didactic conversation”
(Gunawardena & McIsaac, 2004, p. 362; Moore, 1989, p. 2, Moore, 1993, p. 20). Internal
didactic conversation happens when the learners interact with the course content, be it in the
form of “printed text, radio broadcast, television programmes, electronic recordings on
audiotape, or videotape and Web pages,” and “‘talk to themselves’ about the information and
ideas they encounter in a text, television programme, lecture, or elsewhere” (Moore, 1989, p. 2;
Moore, 1993, p.20).
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Learner-Instructor Interaction
The second component of Michael Moore’s (1989) interaction model is learner-instructor
interaction. Learner-instructor interaction takes place between the learner and the instructor, who
can be the content expert or some other acting instructor. Gunawardena and McIsaac (2004)
summarize this type of interaction as provision of “motivation, feedback, and dialog between the
teacher and student” (p. 362). Moore (1989; 1993) explains it in more details saying that once the
instructor has planned or been given the content to teach, the instructor looks for ways to arouse
or sustain learners’ interest in what they are learning, to motivate them to continue their
endeavors to learn, which also encompasses self-directed learning and self-motivation. In such a
pursuit, when the instructors plan and prepare their instruction, the instructors can “design
written and recorded material that aims to motivate, make presentations, facilitate application,
evaluate, and even provide a degree of student affective support” (Moore, 1989. p.3; 1993, p.
21). Both Gunawardena and McIsaac (2004) and Moore (1989; 1993) claim that this type of
interaction is accepted to be essential by many educators and is regarded to be highly desired by
many learners.
Learner-Learner Interaction
The third type of interaction is learner-learner interaction, which takes place in the form
of “the exchange of information, ideas and dialog that occur between students about the course
whether this happens in a structured or unstructured manner” (Gunawardena & McIsaac, 2004, p.
362). Moore (1989; 1993) puts forth that learner-learner interaction is a very important resource
for learning because as previous studies by Philips, Santaro, and Kuehn (1988, as cited in Moore,
1989; 1993) demonstrated students working in groups had the opportunity to learn how to
function in a group, and were able to gain group functioning skills. Also, learner-learner
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interaction helps learners at the stages of application and evaluation for both the learners and
their instructor.
Gunawardena and McIsaac (2004) further explain that this type of interaction is of utmost
importance since it will both pose a challenge to the way we think and practice teaching in 21st
century. The reason for this is educators migrate towards “designing networked learning
communities” (p. 362). As educators facilitate learner-learner interaction, it will contribute to
establish a more learner-centered instruction, in which learners will have opportunities to
negotiate meaning socially and construct knowledge. Today’s technology allows learners to have
such interaction through the newer 3D virtual environments.

Systematic Literature Review

Distance education has been subject of many research studies ever since it became widely
accepted. Most studies focused on the impact of distance education versus traditional instruction
on students (Bernard, Abrami, Lou, Borokhovski, Wade, Wozney, Wallet, Fiset, & Huang,
2004). Some of these studies examined the faculty members participating in teaching distance
courses. These research studies investigated the changing roles of the students and online faculty
members, the impacts of online education on faculty members’ perceptions, workload,
motivation, satisfaction, etc. Examining prior research systematically is important to gain a better
understanding of the phenomenon and identify the gaps in the literature. A search on the prior
literature reviews about online faculty members yielded 7 literature reviews on faculty teaching
online courses (see Table 1). The foci of the reviews changed from faculty roles and
competencies to motivation to teach online. Among seven literature reviews, two were on
competencies for teaching online (Baran, Correira, & Thompson, 2011; Farmer & Ramsdale,
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2016); three were on faculty experiences teaching online courses (De Gagne & Walters, 2009;
Major, 2010; McQuiggan, 2007), one study was on trend analysis (Labach, 2011); and finally
there was only one on faculty motivation to teach online (Maguire, 2005).
Table 1. Summary of the Prior Literature Reviews
Authors

Time frame
researched
1990 - 2010

Total number of
studies included
11

Farmer &
Ramsdale
(2016)
De Gagne &
Walters
(2009)
Labach
(2011)

2000 – 2014

6

2003 – 2008

9

2006 - 2010

39

Major
(2010)
Maguire
(2005)

1998-2007

9

1993 - 2003

13

McQuiggan
(2007)

1996 - 2007

16

Baran,
Corriera, &
Thompson
(2011)

Types of studies
included
Empirical research
studies, articles on
conceptual and
theoretical
frameworks
Papers cited more
than 50 times

Method of Analysis

Focus

1. Constant
comparison
2.Transformative
learning theory

The roles and competencies of the
online faculty members

Not clearly stated

To identify competencies and to
develop a framework

Peer-reviewed
articles and doctoral
dissertations
Peer-reviewed
journal articles
including
conceptual and
empirical works
Peer-reviewed,
published works
Empirical studies
including
qualitative,
quantitative and
mixed methods
Empirical studies
including
qualitative,
quantitative and
mixed methods

Meta-ethnographic
methodology

Qualitative meta-synthesis of
online teaching experience

No information

Trend analysis of the research on
the impact of Web-based
instruction on faculty members

Interpretive metaethnography
No information

Faculty experiences with online
learning
To identify the barriers and
motivators

No information

Changes or transformation in
teaching assumptions and beliefs in
teaching online and face-to-face

Two of the prior literature reviews, Baran, Correira, and Thompson (2011) and Farmer
and Ramsdale (2016), examined studies on online faculty competencies. First of all, Baran,
Correira, and Thompson (2011) aimed at examining and synthesizing the roles and competencies
of the online faculty members depicted in the studies through the lens of transformative learning
theory. The literature review included 11 studies published between 1990s and 2010. They
included empirical (qualitative and quantitative), conceptual and theoretical frameworks in the
review. The data analysis and syntheses were carried out in three steps. First, they selected the
articles, and identified themes in each article. Then, they used constant comparison method to
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identify emerging themes from all the articles. The categories of online faculty roles emerging at
this stage were “pedagogical, facilitator, instructional designer, social, managerial, and technical
roles.” (p. 424). They also provided the definitions and explanations of each role as well as the
tasks required to perform. In the third and the final stage, they used the transformative learning
theory as their lens and attempted to formulate a critique of the roles and the competencies of the
online faculty. They analyzed the issues emerging while examining the online faculty roles and
competencies. They pointed out the importance of context to perform the reported roles, and
drew attention to the common limitation of not being able to share these strategies, and help the
faculty transform their teaching practices. They claimed that the existing approaches lacked three
dimensions, namely, “empowering online teachers, promoting critical reflection,” and
“integrating technology into pedagogical inquiry.” (p. 430). They advocated that using
transformative learning theory created the opportunity to accept teachers as adult learners. As
adult learners, teachers’ understandings of online education constantly transformed by always
reflecting and acting critically.
In addition to Baran, Correira, and Thompson’s (2011) review of literature on online
faculty competencies, Farmer and Ramsdale (2016) also reviewed the body of literature in
pursuit of identifying the competencies that online faculty need to possess, and formulated a
framework that would be helpful in faculty development for a successful online teaching
experience. The literature review included 6 studies published between January 2000 and
December 2014, and that were cited no less than 50 times. They explained they used the 5
categories, “Community & netiquette, active teaching/facilitating, instructional design & tools,
and leadership and instruction” (p. 4) formed by some other authors using fifty-one competencies
identified by Smith (2005). Under each category, they had three performance levels, namely,
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“Emerging, developing, and proficient” (p. 6) that represented the skills and behaviors identified
with the help of Bloom’s revised taxonomy. Bloom’s revised taxonomy helped to assess the
performance level for the competencies, such as remembering, understanding and knowing
would help define the first level “emerging”. Therefore, they were able to identify the
competencies for each of the three levels under each of the five categories, and were able to
formulate a framework representing the required competencies in three levels in five thematic
categories.
There were also three literature reviews on faculty experiences teaching online courses
(De Gagne & Walters, 2009; Major, 2010; McQuiggan, 2007). De Gagne and Walters (2009)
designed a qualitative meta-synthesis study, and reviewed nine qualitative studies published in
the US between the years 2003 and 2008. Five of these qualitative studies were unpublished
doctoral dissertations, and four were peer-reviewed journal articles. The total number of
participants from the studies examined was 203. The data were analyzed using metaethnographic methodology to provide an interpretive synthesis of the findings, and explain what
it meant to teach online for the faculty members. They identified four major themes, namely,
work intensity, role changes, teaching strategies, and professional development that they claimed
to explain the faculty experience of teaching online. They reported the challenge of increased
work due to the higher amount of time spent on preparing, designing, teaching and evaluating an
online course, and explained why the faculty perceived teaching online as more work intensive.
They also depicted how the faculty shifted roles from lecturers to facilitators, guides, coaches,
director, and mentors. De Gagne and Walters (2009) also illustrated the faculty perceptions of
their teaching strategies, the role technology and technology competence at implementing the
strategies for course design and implementation. Finally, they talked about the professional
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development and claimed that despite the challenges of teaching online, the faculty members
were motivated due to the new opportunities it provided, the unstoppable growth of online
education and the fact that they could not resist the trend. The faculty reported ongoing training
and support to improve themselves in not only learning the technology, but also how to
effectively integrate it into their teaching and learning. The study was reported to be limited to
the findings of the nine qualitative studies. The studies in the current literature review used
different methodologies to investigate the phenomenon. They also added that the participating
faculty in the studies had diverse backgrounds and reported different real life experiences.
Major’s (2010) literature review also aimed at explaining the experiences of the online
faculty by drawing connections among the qualitative research studies’ findings. First, she
summarized what quantitative studies’ findings shed light on such as advantages and
disadvantages of teaching online, and then explained why synthesizing the findings of qualitative
studies was important in detail. She selected nine qualitative studies that met the
inclusion/exclusion criteria. The analysis of the findings was executed through an interpretive
meta-ethnographic interpretive approach. After giving a long detailed explanation of the process
followed for selecting the studies and analyzing findings, she provided a rich and in-depth
narrative of the experiences of the faculty teaching online. The issues she dwelt on included how
the online faculty transformed their “selves” from public speakers to more reserved “selves”
when they taught online, how faculty felt professionally rejuvenated teaching online, faculty
experiences in designing more structured online courses and its impact on their experiences,
increased roles and responsibilities, time demands and labor intensive nature of teaching online,
and finally how the online faculty reconstructed their relationships with their online students. In
describing the faculty experiences she touched upon the issues in a variety of ways that helped to
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understand ups and downs of each issue she covered. She very successfully managed to
aggregate the findings of the studies by using direct quotes from the studies as well as having the
opinions of the first authors of the reviewed articles to produce a trustworthy analysis.
Finally, McQuiggan (2007) also conducted a literature review to examine what changes
or transformation in teaching or preparing to teach online were reported in the prior empirical
studies from adult education and faculty development. The literature review included sixteen
empirical studies, 28 conceptual articles or books. The empirical studies were composed of seven
mixed methods, five qualitative, two survey and two case studies. There was no information
about what time frame was used as inclusion/exclusion criteria; however, since all the empirical
studies and thirteen conceptual studies were listed, the literature review was assumed to report on
the articles published between 1996 and 2007. There were four themes emerging from the
empirical studies: moving from classroom practice to online teaching, changes related to online
teaching, framing faculty development within adult education, and faculty development models.
In moving from classroom practice to online teaching, the author tried to depict how the faculty
learnt to teach in the traditional classroom enacting the role of content expert, and how the
faculty had to reconsider their teaching practices with the inclusion of the educational
technologies. The faculty described their experiences with the online course as a novelty with
different opportunities, the importance of designing all course materials and activities prior to
opining the course to the students as well as its being labor intensive nature, and how lack of
visual cues impacted how the faculty felt. In changes related to online teaching, the author
talked about the how the faculty shifted from a teacher-fronted instruction and content-expert
role to student-centered instruction and facilitator role. Online students took more responsibility
of their own learning process. The author also explained other roles the faculty enacted in the
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online courses. Finally, the faculty reported that they felt from the teaching perspective like
beginners in teaching online or advanced online teachers. As for framing faculty development
within adult education, the author reported the importance of addressing faculty development as
adult learning and the importance of paying attention to faculty characteristics, their diverse
backgrounds and current life experiences. The author summarized the recommendations and the
strategies for faculty development programs from different studies. In the last section, faculty
development models, the author further analyzed the faculty development, talked about two
faculty development models, and compared and contrasted the two models.
There was only one study, Labach (2011), which reviewed prior research trends. Her
literature review included peer-reviewed journal articles, both conceptual and empirical works,
published in between the years 2006 and 2010. Her analyses demonstrated that there was not a
favoring issue over qualitative or quantitative research methods. Out of 39 articles, 13 were
quantitative, 18 were qualitative and five were both qualitative and quantitative. As for the
technologies studied, it was observed that the researchers tended “treat web-based learning
generically vs. listing a specific technology or application” (p. 51). When it came down to
countries the studies were conducted, it was concluded that except for one study, all the others
were single country studies. A large percent of studies (38 %) were done in the US, and more
than 69 % of them were from UK, Australia, Canada and also USA. Finally, it was found that
more than 31 % of the studies investigated factors impacting adoption or what aspects of webbased instruction motivated or inhibited the faculty members’ participation.
Finally, there was one major study, Maguire (2005), which reviewed prior research
conducted on faculty motivation to teach online. Maguire (2005), in the literature review titled,
“Literature Review-Faculty Participation in Online Distance Education: Barriers and Motivators”
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examined 13 research studies and investigated “the overall attitude of higher education faculty
toward teaching via distance education” (para. 2). While investigating their attitudes, she
concentrated on listing the factors as to what motivated faculty members to participate in or
deterred them from taking part in teaching at a distance. Motivation was examined in two
categories: intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation was composed of
motivators as “a personal motivation to use technology,” “perceiving teaching via distance
learning as an intellectual challenge,” “overall job satisfaction,” “optimal working condition,” “a
feeling of self-gratification from teaching online,” (Findings of the review section, para. 2).
Extrinsic motivators, on the other hand, included incentives such as tenure and promotion, peer
support and peer recognition. Maguire also talked about the institutional motivators listing them
as technology and teaching, administrative and technical support. The inhibitors for the faculty
members to teach via distance learning were also examined and categorized as intrinsic
inhibitors institutional inhibitors. The intrinsic inhibitors, tough they were much less often seen
than extrinsic inhibitors, were but not limited to “resistance to change,” “intimidation of
technology,” “reluctance or inability” to handle the new teaching environment (Intrinsic
Inhibitors section, para. 1). According to the literature review, the faculty members also feared
that technology would replace face-to-face teaching and they would face losing their jobs. The
institutional inhibitors included technology and teaching, administrative and technical support
such as not being recognized for what they sacrificed (time and lack of credit towards tenure
track).
Analyzing and synthesizing the prior research on online faculty members is important
for identifying what the lived experiences of the faculty members were teaching online courses.
To be better informed about the current status of research on faculty members’ experiences
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teaching online courses, a systematic literature review was conducted using empirical studies
published from 2000-2017.
Methods
Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
The inclusion criteria included:
- Distance education (synchronous/asynchronous/ blended/web-based)
- Faculty members
- All subjects
- Higher education
- Faculty members’ motivation, workload, challenges and satisfaction
- Articles from all journals (peer-reviewed or not)
- Empirical studies (qualitative and quantitative)
- Published between the years 2000-2017
The exclusion criteria included:
- Online students
- Dissertations
- Book chapters
- Descriptive/narrative/prescriptive/conceptual journal articles
- K-12 Education
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Search Strategies and Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria
The search for research studies was conducted in two main steps. First search was done
using mainly the Google Scholar, then the databases, ERIC, JSTOR, ScienceDirect, Webb of
Science, accessible through the university’s library. The search terms included “online faculty,”
“experiences of online faculty,” “faculty perceptions of online education,” “online faculty
motivation,” “online faculty satisfaction,” “online faculty workload,” “online faculty
motivators,” “online faculty barriers/challenges/inhibitors,” “online faculty course design.”
There were some restrictions to the present systematic literature review in that it was restricted to
the research articles that were available in full text via the university’s library.
The second step was to review the gathered research studies’ reference lists for relevant
studies. The ones identified in the reference lists were retrieved through the library’s
subscriptions to the journals where the articles were published. In total, 78 research studies,
informing about different aspects of faculty experience in online education, were found to meet
the criteria and were included in the systematic literature review.
Study Features Coding and Analyses
Upon finishing the search for the studies, the studies were analyzed systematically. The
analysis included identifying the studies’ foci and looking at their findings at a deeper level. The
studies’ foci were also the most important determining factor in creating the categories as faculty
motivation, inhibitors, course design, implementation and roles, and finally the faculty
satisfaction. Determining the categories helped to categorize the findings into these major
sections. The next step included extracting and aligning the findings with the categories created
regardless of the focus of the studies. Therefore, all the findings from each study were read over
and over constantly comparing and identifying in which category they should be put. After
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categorizing the findings, the findings were read over and over in each category again in order to
identify the overarching themes and creating the sub-categories. For instance, under the
motivation section, the overarching themes stated in the findings helped to create the two
categories as “willingness to continue to teach online and motivating factors.” Later in
motivating factors sub-category, the differences in content of the findings required further
categorization as “personal motivating factors, professional motivating factors and institutional
motivating factors.” However, even within the sub-categories of “personal motivating factors,
professional motivating factors and institutional motivating factors, there were differences in
terms of the themes addressed so further categorization was done; for instance, in “personal
motivating factors,” there was a need to create further categories in order to portray a more
detailed picture and the sub-categories “working conditions, interest in technology and
personalities” were developed. In each section, this whole process of analyzing the findings to
create meaningful units of sub-categories was repeated.
Overview of the Studies Included
In total, seventy-nine studies examining faculty experience in online education were
included in this review. Table 2 below presents a summary of the studies included with aspects
of online faculty experience reported in their findings. The analysis of the study design
demonstrated that a large number of studies were qualitative (n= 34), twenty-five of them were
quantitative, and twenty were mixed methods. The foci of these studies varied from online
faculty motivation, online faculty satisfaction, best practices, online faculty roles, online faculty
competencies to teaching online experiences. Despite the fact that the studies’ foci or their
research questions played an important role in grouping their findings into major categories, it
was also essential to explore all the findings reported because, in some studies, the research
27

questions were broad and the findings informed about several categories. For instance, in studies
like Fish and Gill (2009) investigating faculty perception of online teaching and learning, the
findings had to be analyzed with a critical eye in order to identify what categories the findings
could fall into. The findings in Fish and Gill (2009) informed about inhibiting factors, course
design and implementation as well as faculty satisfaction. As a result of structured analyses of all
the findings from seventy-nine studies, the categories of motivation, inhibitors, course planning,
design, implementation and faculty roles, and satisfaction were formed.
A closer look at the study research designs showed that majority of the studies were
qualitative research studies (34), and twenty-one of these studies used only interviews to collect
data. In three studies, only focus groups were used (Haber & Mills, 2008; Ryan, Carlton, & Ali,
2004; Schmidt, Hodge, &Tschida, 2013). In two studies, there were focus groups and follow-up
interviews (Siedlaczek, 2004) and observation notes (Regan, Evmenova, Baker, Jeronme,
Spencer, Lawson, & Werner, 2012). In another study, in addition to interviews, log files were
used (Akdemir, 2008). In one study, there were reflections, anonymous student feedback, course
evaluations, feedback from course observers (Bair & Bair, 2011). In another study, there were
only reflective conversations (Boerema, Stanley, & Westhorp, 2007). Finally, in one study, there
were only discussion posts used as data collection method (Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, &
Gatenby, 2014). The number of participants across qualitative studies varied from two to thirty.
The total number of quantitative studies was twenty-five, and twenty of these studies
implemented data collection through surveys. Five studies used data entries such as daily time
logs. The number of participants of the quantitative studies ranged from one to 2048.
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Finally, there were 20 mixed methods studies, and majority of them (13) used surveys
with open-ended questions only as their data collection method. There was one study which
implemented surveys, interviews and course reviews (Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002), one
study used survey with open-ended and Yes/No questions (Marek, 2009), one study with online
forums, course management systems and interviews (Spector, 2005), another study used survey
and group panel (Williams, 2003) and finally one study collected data through survey with openended questions, interviews and focus group discussion (Wilson, 2001). The number of
participants varied from three to 687.
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Table 2. Distribution of Major Themes with respect to Authors, Research Focus, Research Design, Data Source and Sample Size
Author(s)

Research Focus

Research
Design

Data Source(s)

Sample
Size

Motivation

Major Themes
Inhibitors
Course design,
implementation
& faculty roles
X

Akdemir (2008)
Al-Zahrani (2015)
Arinto (2013)
Baglione & Nastanski
(2007)
Bailey & Card (2009)
Bair & Bair (2011)

Teaching online experiences
Faculty satisfaction
Course design practices
Advantages of online discussion
groups
Effective pedagogical practices
Teaching online experiences

Qualitative
Quantitative
Qualitative
Quantitative

Interviews, log Files
Survey
Interviews
Survey

4
104
10
122

Qualitative
Qualitative

15
2

X

Baran, Correia, & Thompson
(2013)
Barberà, Layne, &
Gunawardena (2014)

Successful practices of exemplary
online faculty
Faculty definitions of competencies
for their disciplines, and design
strategies for interaction in online
courses
Time and task analysis of faculty

Qualitative

Interviews
Reflections, anonymous
student feedback, course
evaluations, feedback from
course observers
Interviews

6

X

Qualitative

Interviews

19

Quantitative

A daily time log

1
Instructor,
43
teaching
assistants

Betts (2014)

Faculty motivation
Perspective on developing and
delivering a fully online course
Faculty satisfaction

Survey with open-ended
questions
Reflective conversations

175

Boerema, Stanley, &
Westhorp (2007)
Bolliger, Inan, and Wasilik
(2014)
Bolliger & Wasilik (2009)
Britt (2006)
Cavanaugh (2005)

Mixed
Methods
Qualitative
Quantitative

Survey

168

Quantitative
Quantitative
Quantitative

Survey
Survey
Time logs

102
12
1

Quantitative
Mixed
Methods
Qualitative

Survey
Survey with open-ended
questions
Interviews

106
142

Bender, Wood, &
Vredevoogd (2004)

Chang, Shen, & Liu (2014)
Chapman (2011)
Chiasson, Terras, & Smart
(2015)

Faculty satisfaction
Faculty perceptions/attitudes
Comparison of time requirements of
face-to-face versus distance courses
Role perceptions
Motivation
Teaching online experiences

30

X

X
X
X

X

X
X

X

X

2

10

X

Satisfaction

X
X

X
X

X

X
X
X

X

X
X
X

X

Table 2. (Continued)
Author(s)

Research Focus

Research
Design

Data Source(s)

Sample
Size

Major Themes
Motivation

Christianson, Tiene, & Luft
(2002)

Conceiçăo (2006)
Coppola, Hiltz, & Rotter
(2002)
Crawley, Fewell, & Sugar
(2009)

DiBiase (2000)

Fish & Gill (2009)
Fredericksen, Pickett, Shea,
Pelz, & Swan (2000)
Gautreau, Street, & Glaeser
(2008)
Gonzalez (2009)
Green, Alejandro, & Brown
(2009)
Grosse (2004)

Inhibitors

1. Comparison of online teaching
experiences with experiences teaching
the similar subject in a face-to-face
classroom
2. Strategies for Web-based course
design, delivery, and evaluation
3. Successes and failures in teaching a
Web-based course
4. Types of courses best suited to
Web-based instruction in an
undergraduate nursing curriculum
Teaching online experience
Role changes

Mixed
Methods

Survey, 8 Interviews and
reviews of course Web sites

171

X

Qualitative
Qualitative

Interviews
Interviews

10
20

X

1. Fundamental characteristics of an
instructor teaching face-to-face
2. Capitalization of these
characteristics in an online course
3. Resources the instructor introduces
to teaching that are unique to online
Time comparison of face-to-face
versus distance courses

Qualitative

Interviews

2

Mixed
Methods

Recordings of any work
episode lasting 5 minutes or
longer, self-reflection

Faculty perception of online teaching
and learning
Faculty satisfaction

Mixed
Methods
Quantitative

Survey with open-ended
questions
Survey

1
instructor,
20
teaching
assistants
87

Faculty perspectives of best practices
in graduate online teaching
Teaching online experiences
Factors affecting faculty decisions for
involvement in
teaching online courses
Transformation of faculty as a result
of teaching a distance learning course

Mixed
Methods
Qualitative
Quantitative

Survey with open-ended
questions
Interviews
Survey

8
7
135

X

X
X

Qualitative

Interviews

6

X

X

31

105

Course design,
implementation
& faculty roles
X

Satisfaction

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X

Table 2. (Continued)
Author(s)

Research
Design

Data Source(s)

Perceptions of online faculty members
on ten policy areas
Faculty satisfaction

Qualitative

Focus groups

14

Major Themes
Inhibitors
Course design,
implementation
& faculty roles
X

Mixed
Methods

48

X

Hislop & Atwood (2000)

Faculty perception of online education

Hislop & Ellis (2004)

Comparison of effort and time exerted
for online and face-to-face courses
Training and job satisfaction
Self-efficacy in teaching online

Mixed
Methods
Quantitative

Survey with open-ended
questions,
Interviews
Survey with open-ended
questions
Data entry forms

Quantitative
Quantitative

Survey
Survey

148
91

Perceptions on teaching online in
different countries
Synchronous and asynchronous
communication in online
environments
Impacts of asynchronous text-based
internet communication technology on
instruction
Understanding attitudes, perceptions,
and experiences of professors and
students about distance education
Faculty perceptions of instructional
support: motivation, commitment, and
satisfaction
Factors impacting willingness to
participate in distance education
Effective online
teaching practices
Benefits of and barriers in teaching
online
Barriers to online teaching

Qualitative

Interviews

11

X

X

Qualitative

Interviews

16

X

X

Qualitative

Interviews

12

Qualitative

Interviews

6

X

Quantitative

Survey

237

X

Mixed
Methods
Qualitative

Survey with open-ended
questions
Interviews

26

X

Qualitative

Interviews

28

X

Quantitative

Survey

75

X

Faculty support

Mixed
Methods
Mixed
Methods

Survey with open-ended
questions , Yes/No questions
Survey with open-ended
questions

296

X

Haber & Mills (2008)
Hartman, Dziuban & Moskal
(2000)

Hoekstra (2014)
Horvitz, Beach, Anderson,
& Xia (2015)
Hsieh (2010)
Huang & Hsiao (2012)

Kanuka, Collett, & Caswell
(2002)
Lao & Gonzales (2005)

Lee (2001)

Lee & Busch (2005)
Lewis & Abdul-Hamid
(2006)
Liu, Kim, Bonk, & Magjuka
(2007)
Lloyd, Byrne, & McCoy
(2012)
Marek (2009)
McKenzie, Mims, Bennet, &
Waugh (2000)

Research Focus

Needs, concerns and practices of
online instructors

32

Sample
Size

19

Motivation

X

5

X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X

30

39

Satisfaction

X
X

X

X

X

X

Table 2. (Continued)
Author(s)

Meyer (2012)

Morris, Xu, & Finnegan
(2005)
Nkonge & Gueldenzoph
(2006)
O’Quinn & Corry (2002)

Research Focus

Research
Design

Data Source(s)

Motivation; effect of teaching online
on teaching practice and research
productivity
Roles in asynchronous undergraduate
courses
Best practices in online education

Qualitative

Qualitative

Inhibiting factors

O’Quinn & Corry (2004a)

Motivating factors

Orellana (2006)

Optimal class sizes for online courses
with different levels of interaction
Institutional efforts to support faculty
teaching online
Effect of distance learning technology
on faculty preparation time
A synchronous online teaching
practice with Breeze
Online education as a mechanism to
exercise power for and against faculty
members
Inhibiting factors
Identifying and regulating emotions

Orr, Williams, & Pennington
(2009)
Pachnowski & Jurczyk
(2003)
Park & Bonk (2007)
Peach & Bieber (2015)

Perreault et al. (2002)
Regan et al., (2012)
Ryan, Carlton, & Ali (2004)
Santilli & Beck (2005)

Schifter (2000)
Schmidt, Hodge, & Tschida
(2013)
Shea (2007)
Shea, Pickett, & Li (2005)
Siedlaczek (2004)

Sample
Size

Motivation

In-depth interviews, a webbased blog, researcher notes

10

X

13

X

X

8

X

X

Mixed
Methods
Mixed
Methods
Quantitative

Interviews, archived online
courses
Interviews, course
observations
Survey with open-ended
questions
Survey with open-ended
questions
Survey

188

X

Qualitative

Interviews

12

Quantitative

Survey

21

Qualitative

Interviews

5

Qualitative

Interviews

12

Quantitative
Qualitative

Survey
Focus groups, observation
notes
Focus group interviews
Survey with open-ended
questions

81
6

Survey
Focus groups
Discussions
Survey

263
NI

Survey
Focus group,
follow-up interviews

913
5

Qualitative

Roles and changing pedagogies
Technology use; time spent in online
instructional activities; perceptions of
role; assessment of student work
Five motivating and inhibiting factors
Teaching online experience

Qualitative
Mixed
Methods

Bridges and barriers to teaching online

Quantitative

Faculty satisfaction
Similarities and differences in
teaching in the online and face-to-face
environments.

Quantitative
Qualitative

Quantitative
Qualitative

33

167

Major Themes
Inhibitors
Course design,
implementation
& faculty roles
X
X

Satifaction

X

131

X
X

X

X

X
X
X

X
X

19
47

X

X

X
X

X
X

386

X

X
X
X

X

X

Table 2. (Continued)
Author(s)

Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, &
Gatenby (2014)
Smith, Ferguson, and Caris
(2002)
Spector (2005)

Tabata & Johnsrud (2008)

Thompson (2004)

Research Focus

Research
Design

Data Source(s)

Faculty attitudes

Qualitative

Discussion posts

21

Major Themes
Inhibitors
Course design,
implementation
& faculty roles
X
X

Differences between teaching over the
WEB versus in a more traditional
classroom
Time demands of online courses on
teachers and learners

Qualitative

Interviews

21

X

Mixed
Methods

3

X

X

Faculty technology use; attitudes
toward technology and distance
education, and their adoption of
innovations
Time

Quantitative

Online forms, course
management systems,
interviews
Survey

2048

X

X

Survey, end of project reports

6

X

1

X

Qualitative

content sessions, e-mails,
end-of-session posts &
periodic online chat sessions
Interviews

Quantitative

Survey

137

Quantitative

Time logs

10

Mixed
Methods
Mixed
Methods
Mixed
Methods

Survey with open-ended
questions
Survey, group panel

7

Survey with open-ended
questions,
interviews,
focus group discussion
Survey with open-ended
questions

687

Tomei (2006)

Impact of online teaching on faculty
load: ideal class size

Uca-Gunes & Gumus (2010)
Ulmer, Watson, & Derby
(2007)
Van de Vord & Pogue
(2012)
Ward, Peters, & Shelley
(2010)
Williams (2003)

Instructors’ transformations during
early online teaching experiences
Perceptions on the value of
distance education
Time investment: online versus faceto-face
Student and faculty perceptions of the
quality of online experiences
Roles and competencies

Wilson (2001)

Attitudes about distance learning

Young, Cantrell, & Shaw
(2001)

Roles for teachers and students

Mixed
Methods
Quantitative

Mixed
Methods

34

Sample
Size

7

Motivation

X

X
X
X
X

X

15

104

Satisfaction

X
X

X

X

X

Motivation
As a result of the thematic analyses of findings on faculty teaching online courses, the
first category, faculty motivation, was formed. There were 25 research studies reporting on
faculty motivation (see Table 3). Ten were qualitative studies, and the majority of the data came
only from interviews. In Meyer (2012), data also came from web-based blogs and researcher
notes. In Schmidt, Hodge, and Tschida (2013), and Siedlaczek (2004), data were also collected
from focus group discussions. The number of participants varied from 2 to 12. Only in Schmidt,
Hodge, and Tschida (2013), the number faculty participating in the study was not available.
However, it was informed that all the focus group participants had teaching online experience;
therefore, the study was not excluded from the literature review. A total of 8 studies were mixed
method, and except for Spector (2005), data came from survey with open-ended questions.
Spector (2005) used several means to collect data (online forms, course management systems,
interviews). The number of participants in these studies ranged between three and 175. The
number of quantitative studies was 7, and data came only from survey instruments. The
participating faculty teaching online courses were between 12 and 2048.
The systematic review of the findings from 25 research studies resulted in four major
themes forming faculty motivation teaching online courses. These were willingness to continue
to teach online, personal motivating factors, professional motivating factors, and institutional
motivating factors (see Table 1 for the distribution of major themes with respect to the studies).
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Table 3. Distribution of Major Themes under Motivation with respect to the Research Studies
Authors

Research Design

Data Source

Sample
Size

Betts (2014)

Mixed Methods

175

Britt (2006)
Chapman (2011)
Crawley, Fewell, & Sugar
(2009)
Fredericksen, Pickett,
Shea, Pelz, & Swan (2000)
Green, Alejandro, &
Brown (2009)
Grosse (2004)
Hislop & Atwood (2000)
Horvitz, Beach, Anderson,
& Xia (2015)
Hsieh (2010)
Lao & Gonzales (2005)
Lee (2001)
Lee & Busch (2005)
McKenzie, Mims, Kirby,
& Waugh (2000)
Meyer (2012)

Quantitative
Mixed Methods
Qualitative

Survey with OpenEnded Qs
Survey
Survey + OEQs
Interviews

Quantitative

Survey

Quantitative

O’Quinn & Corry (2004a)
Orr, Williams, &
Pennington (2009)
Peach & Bieber (2015)
Schifter (2000)
Schmidt, Hodge, &
Tschida (2013)

Mixed Methods
Qualitative

12
142
2

The four major themes under “Motivation to Teach Online”
Willingness to continue
Personal Motivating
Professional
Institutional
teaching online
Factors
Motivating Factors Motivating Factors
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

105

X

X

Survey

135

X

X

Qualitative
Mixed Methods
Quantitative

Interviews
Survey + OEQs
Survey

6
19
91

X

X

Qualitative
Qualitative
Quantitative
Mixed Methods
Mixed Methods

Interviews
Interviews
Survey
Survey + OEQs
Survey + OEQs

11
6
237
26
39

Qualitative

In-depth interviews, a
web-based blog,
researcher notes
Survey + OEQs
Interviews

Qualitative
Quantitative
Qualitative

Interviews
Survey
Focus Groups
Discussions

Siedlaczek (2004)

Qualitative

Spector (2005)

Mixed Methods

Tabata & Johnsrud (2008)
Uca-Gunes & Gumus
(2010)
Ward, Peters, & Shelley
(2010)

Quantitative
Qualitative

Focus Group &
Follow-up Interviews
Online forms, course
management systems,
interviews
Survey
Interviews

12
263
No
Inform
ation
5

Mixed Methods

Survey + OEQs

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X

10

X

X

X

167
12

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X
X

X

X

3

X

X

2048
7

X

X

7

X

X

X
X
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Willingness to Continue to Teach Online
The first major theme emerging from the findings was willingness to continue to teach
online. Seven studies reported whether their study participants planned to continue to teach
online courses (see Table 4). In four of these studies, the percentages of the faculty willing to
continue to offer online courses were high varying from 72 % to 100 %. In Ward, Peters and
Shelley (2010), no faculty member reported that they would not teach an online course. In Britt
(2006), on the other hand, 20 % of the faculty emphasized that they did not have any intention to
teach online again. In Lao and Gonzales (2005), only half of the faculty demonstrated
commitment to continue offering online courses. One interesting finding from Hislop and
Atwood (2000) revealed that faculty members were willing to offer only 50 % of their courses
online if it was their personal choice. However, considering the commitment of the College to
ALN, faculty also reported that they would be willing for 66 %. Horvitz, Beach, Anderson, and
Xia (2015) only indicated high interest in their study participants to continue to teach online.

Table 4. Distribution of Faculty Members’ “Willingness to Continue to Teach Online” with
respect to Study Authors.
Authors
Britt (2006)
Hislop & Atwood (2000)
Horvitz, Beach, Anderson, & Xia (2015)
Hsieh (2010)
Lao & Gonzales (2005)
McKenzie, Mims, Kirby, & Waugh (2000)
Ward, Peters, & Shelley (2010)

Willingness to continue to teach online
80 % Yes
only 50 % of their courses
high interest
100 % Yes
50 % Yes
81 % Yes
72 % Yes

In the following section, the factors impacting the faculty motivation in teaching online
courses are presented within the categories of personal motivating factors, professional
motivating factors and institutional motivating factors.
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Motivating Factors for the Faculty to Teach Online
The findings presented in the previous section about the varying number of participants’
desire to continue to teach in online environment brought up the question of what factors
contributed to the faculty members’ motivation to teach online courses. The systematic analyses
of the findings about motivating factors led to three major categories: personal, professional and
institutional motivating factors to teach online.
Personal Motivating Factors
The first category for motivating factors -personal motivating factors- was formed as a
result of the constant cross analyses of the findings referring to the personal reasons the faculty
members stated in the studies. The personal reasons stated in the studies were brought together
from findings pertaining to working conditions, personal interest in technology, and
personalities (see Table 5 for distribution of sub-themes for Personal Motivating Factors with
respect to the studies).

Table 5. Distribution of Sub-Themes for Personal Motivating Factors with respect to the Studies
Authors

Betts (2014)
Chapman (2011)
Fredericksen, et al., (2000)
Green, Alejandro, & Brown (2009)
Grosse (2004)
Hsieh (2010)
Lee & Busch (2005)
McKenzie, et al., (2000)
Meyer (2012)
O’Quinn & Corry (2004a)
Schifter (2000)
Spector (2005)
Tabata & Johnsrud (2008)

Working
conditions
X
X

Personal Motivating Factors
Interest in
Personalities
Technology
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

38

X

The theme, working conditions, was formed as findings in 13 studies referred to the
flexibility of working conditions in the context of online teaching. Tabata and Johnsrud (2008)
found a significant relationship between increased likelihood to participate in distance education
and work style of the participants. It is noteworthy that in an attempt to investigate the
relationship between willingness to teach online and comfortable working conditions, Lee and
Busch (2005) found a significant correlation between the two (r= .69, p < .05, n= 25) (p. 112).
Findings in other studies also showed how the faculty members perceived working conditions in
DE environments impacting their motivation to teach online. For instance, O’Quinn and Corry
(2004a) found that more flexible conditions was the top one motivating factor for the faculty to
teach online (M= 5.0). Similarly, Green, Alejandro, and Brown (2009) also showed that 82.22 %
of the faculty members were motivated to teach online by the flexible working conditions as the
top motivating factor. Betts (2014) also found that “Greater course flexibility for the faculty”
rank at four (M = 4.01, SD = 1.02) (n.p.). Flexible working conditions were further supported by
the two major motivators in several studies, flexibility of time and place. In McKenzie, Mims,
Bennett, and Waugh (2000), 45 % of the faculty ranked flexibility of time and place as the fourth
most important motivating factor. In Chapman (2011) (55.7 % faculty) and Grosse (2004),
faculty members perceived flexibility of time as the most important motivating factor. Spector
(2005) pertained to time flexibility as one of the two reasons why the faculty wanted to teach
online. As for flexibility of place, Grosse (2004) cited that one of the participating faculty found
not having to be on campus on weekdays motivating to continue to teach online. The following
motivating factors from the studies are all interpreted to further support and explain why
flexibility of time and place are reasons for the faculty to be motivated to teach online. Meyer
(2012) listed the “ability to travel and meet with others, live where I want and telecommute, have
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small children” as personal reasons for the faculty to be motivated to teach online (p. 43).
Another finding from Chapman (2011), “to better balance work and family,” is also interpreted
to explain why faculty are motivated by the flexibility of working conditions (Rank= 11, 15.5 %)
(n.p.).
Another important theme emerging under personal motivation was interest in technology
as a personal motivating factor. In a qualitative study by Meyer (2012), faculty presented their
fascination and interest in technology as personal motivating factor to teach online courses. In
quantitative studies, personal interest in technology was found to be a major motivating factor. In
Betts (2014), “personal motivation to use technology” ranked at number one (M= 4.26, SD=
1.02) (n.p.). Similarly, personal motivation to use technology was the number one motivating
factor in Schifter (2000). In another study by Chapman (2011), it ranked at number two by 49
participants out of 97, with a percentage of 50.5. In O’Quinn and Corry (2004a), it was at
number five having a mean score of 4.29. Furthermore, Tabata and Johnsrud (2008) found that
enhanced self-image by using technological innovations was associated with an increased
likelihood of participation in distance education. Finally, Fredericksen, Pickett, Shea, Pelz, and
Swan (2000) found that “interest in technology and the internet” with 23.8 % (p. 260) was one of
the two most common reasons for the faculty members in choosing to teach online.
Another theme under personal motivating factors emerging from the findings was
personalities. Hsieh (2010) claimed that participants’ personalities were an important factor
influencing their teaching online. It was supported with three major sub-themes enjoying change,
social responsibility and self-satisfaction. Meyer (2012) reported “enjoying change” as a
personal motivating factor. Sense of social responsibility was also categorized under
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personalities as it is a personal view of teaching online. Hsieh (2010) asserted that one of the
factors impacting the qualitative study participants to teach online was a sense of social
responsibility. In Chapman (2011), 24 out of 97 participants ranked “opportunity to give back to
my community of practice” at number 7. Moreover, Chapman (2011) also found that faculty
ranked self-satisfaction at number 2 with a percentage of 50.5 %.
Professional Motivating Factors
Professional motivating factors were another theme that emerged from the cross analyses
of the findings, and new experience, intellectual challenge, professional interest in technology,
teaching, student-related factors, career development and recognition were created as supporting
themes (see Table 6).

Table 6. Distribution of Professional Motivating Factors with respect to Research Studies
Authors
New experience

Betts (2014)
Chapman (2011)
Crawley, Fewell, &
Sugar (2009)
Fredericksen, et al.,
(2000)
Green, Alejandro, &
Brown (2009)
Grosse (2004)
Horvitz, et al., (2015)
Hsieh (2010)
Lao & Gonzales
(2005)
Lee & Busch (2005)
McKenzie, et al.,
(2000)
Meyer (2012)
O’Quinn & Corry
(2004a)
Peach & Bieber
(2015)
Schifter (2000)
Siedlaczek (2004)
Spector (2005)
Tabata & Johnsrud
(2008)

Intellectual
challenge

X
X

X
X

Professional Motivating Factors
Professional
Teaching
Studentinterest in
related
technology
factors
X
X
X

Career
development

Recognition

X
X

X
X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X
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X

The first and foremost supporting theme under professional motivating factors was a new
experience. In studies by Betts (2014), Crawley, Fewell, and Sugar (2009), Peach and Bieber
(2015) and Siedlaczek (2004), it was pointed out that faculty members were attracted by the
online environment providing a new experience. Siedlaczek (2004) maintained that faculty
wanted a different experience from teaching face-to-face. Betts (2014) also reported that faculty
perceived online education as a new learning experience and cited it as a major motivating
factor. Faculty in Spector (2005) also believed that there were new opportunities for both the
faculty and the students in online environment although Spector (2005) explained that data
collected for the study did neither confirm nor refute the participants’ belief.
As teaching online is a new experience for the faculty, it poses an intellectual challenge
which is another primary motivating factor for the faculty under professional motivating factors.
O’Quinn and Corry (2004a) found that intellectual challenge of distance education was ranked as
the second most motivating factor (M= 4.71). In another similar study, Chapman (2011) reported
intellectual stimulation of distance education to be the third most motivating factor with 46 out
of 97 faculty members agreeing that intellectual stimulation of distance education was a major
motivating factor for them. Green, Alejandro, and Brown (2009) also reported intellectual
challenge of distance education to be the fourth major motivating factor for the faculty to teach
online courses (67.41 %). Crawley, Fewell, and Sugar (2009) talked about how the faculty
member in the phenomenological study was motivated by this new teaching experience as it
would allow challenges professionally and personally, which the participant looked forward to
after low enrollments he faced in face-to-face courses. Although McKenzie et al. (2000) did not
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have challenge in their survey items, faculty reported in the write-in section that the challenging
format of online courses was another reason motivating them to teach online courses.
The findings demonstrated faculty perception of teaching online to be a new experience
and intellectually challenging. It is followed by the major reason, technology, which leads to new
experiences and the intellectual challenges, under the theme of professional interest in
technology. In Green, Alejandro, and Brown (2009), faculty wanted to teach online because it
would allow opportunities to use technology (71.11 %). Meyer (2012) and Spector (2005) both
found that the faculty members were motivated to teach online so that they could keep up with
the changing instructional technology. Siedlaczek (2004) explained that faculty were interested
in new software programs and new hardware, and wanted to explore the educational potential of
these technological advancements and experiment how they could be effectively integrated into
teaching. Martin in Peach and Bieber (2015) wanted to explore online education as it was “a new
classroom technology” as well (p. 29). McKenzie, et al., (2000) also reported that faculty
members were motivated to teach online because they wanted to involve their students with
technology more, and they stated this being the most important reason for them to teach online
(58 %). The faculty also saw the opportunity to use technology in new ways to improve course
quality ranking it at number 2 in order of importance (58 %). Finally, faculty in Tabata and
Johnsrud (2008) were motivated to teach online so that they could use the software applications
and e-resources for their professional work.
Another theme that emerged under professional motivation was the practice of
“teaching” itself. Faculty in Meyer (2012) stated that they were willing to teach online because
they love teaching online. Interest in teaching online classes is another factor stated in
Fredericksen, Pickett, Shea, Pelz, and Swan (2000), Hsieh (2010), Lao and Gonzales (2005), and
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Spector (2005). Fredericksen, et al., (2000) found interest in teaching and learning online was the
most common reason for the faculty to participate in online education with 45.7 % (p. 260). Lao
and Gonzales (2005) also added the faculty members’ expertise in teaching online also impacted
their willingness to continue to teach online. Other faculty saw online education as an
opportunity to gain teaching experience (Green, Alejandro, & Brown, 2009), improve their
teaching (Chapman, 2011; Meyer, 2012; Schifter, 2000), collaborate with other professionals to
develop and deliver online courses (O’Quinn & Corry, 2004a), develop new ideas for their
courses (O’Quinn & Corry, 2004a; Schifter, 2000), develop new competencies (Chapman, 2011),
have the freedom to teach the way they want and model good teaching (Meyer, 2012).
Student-related motivating factors also emerged as one of the professional motivating
factors for the faculty. Faculty members are motivated to teach online because they wanted to
respond to the students’ needs for online education and serve them as online education offers
greater flexibility to those who cannot benefit from on-campus education (Betts, 2014; Chapman,
2011; McKenzie, et al., 2000; Meyer, 2012; O’Quinn & Corry, 2004a; Schifter, 2000). The
findings also showed that faculty members were motivated as they received positive student
reaction (Betts, 2014) and positive evaluation of the instructor (Lee & Bush, 2005). Lee and
Busch (2005) also found a significant positive relationship between faculty motivation to teach
online and students’ evaluations of the course (r = .67, p <.01) and the instructor (r = .57, p
<.01). Moreover, McKenzie, et al. (2000) found that faculty wanted to teach online because they
could have more frequent interactions with their students (26 %).
Career development was another theme that went under professional motivation. 58.52 %
of the participating faculty in Green, Alejandro, & Brown (2009) wanted to teach online for
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career advancement. Similarly, 28.9 % faculty in Chapman (2011) wanted to teach online to
develop their professional career.
Faculty members are also motivated to teach online because it may allow them to gain
recognition (Betts, 2014, Grosse, 2004; Meyer, 2012; O’Quinn and Corry, 2004a; Peach &
Bieber, 2015). Although Betts (2014) and O’Quinn and Corry (2004a) reported that faculty did
not find recognition and fame as major motivating factors, but as insignificant factors, Peach and
Bieber (2015) explained that some faculty saw the opportunity teaching online laid out for them.
Teaching online became a second area of specialization for them. Therefore, they used it a means
to publicize their online education expertise in their existing field, and enhance their reputation.
Finally, Betts (2014) finding showed that faculty’s overall satisfaction was an important
factor influencing their willingness to participate in online education (M= 3.85, SD= 1.15).
Institutional Motivating Factors
The final theme, institutional motivating factors, also emerged from the findings
pertaining to institution and how the faculty members’ motivation to teach online was influenced
by it. The sub-themes from the findings supporting institutional motivating factors were
institutional requirement, institutional support, promotion and contribution to the institution (see
Table 7).
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Table 7. Distribution of Institutional Motivating Factors with respect to Research Studies
Authors
Institutional
Requirement
Betts (2014)
Chapman (2011)
Crawley, Fewell, & Sugar (2009)
Green, Alejandro, & Brown (2009)
Hislop & Atwood (2000)
Horvitz, et al., (2015)
Hsieh (2010)
Lee (2001)
Lee & Busch (2005)
McKenzie, et al., (2000)
Meyer (2012)
O’Quinn & Corry (2004a)
Orr, Williams, & Pennington (2009)
Peach & Bieber (2015)
Schifter (2000)
Schmidt, Hodge, & Tschida (2013)
Spector (2005)
Uca-Gunes & Gumus (2010)

X

Institutional Motivating Factors
Institutional
Promotion
Contribution to the
Support
Institution
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

The first supporting theme for institutional motivating factor was institutional
requirement. Institutional requirement is a complicated issue as findings referring to institutional
requirement were two-fold. In several studies, institutional requirement was not seen as a major
motivating factor; however, in some other studies, the participants’ statements revealed that it
was a factor leading the faculty to teach online, if not motivational.
Horvitz, Beach, Anderson, Xia (2015) and Meyer (2012) found that faculty did not
report any pressure from the institutions to encourage them to teach online. Meyer (2012)
explained that all the participants had “a strong motivation to serve their profession, students,
and the state.” (p. 45). Chapman (2011), McKenzie, Mims, Bennett, & Waugh (2000), and
O’Quinn and Corry (2004a) reported that faculty members did not see pressure from or
expectation of the institution to teach online as an essential motivating factor. Only 18 out of 97
faculty members in Chapman (2011) believed the departmental pressure on the faculty to teach
online was a motivational factor ranking it at number 9 with a percentage of 18.6. In McKenzie
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et al. (2000), faculty ranked “The course was required to be an online course” as the 7th
important reason for them to teach an online course (19 %) (n.p.). The faculty in O’Quinn and
Corry (2004a) also disagreed or strongly disagreed college expectation from the faculty to
participate in distance education would impact their motivation to teach online (M= 1.86). In
Hislop and Atwood (2000), only 39 % of the faculty agreed that the college should expect the
faculty to teach online as part of their job whereas 39 % disagreed and 22 % were neutral about
it.
However, findings also revealed that teaching online courses did not always happen
based on the faculty members’ motivational decision. In some cases, they taught online courses
not because they primarily wanted to, but because they felt obliged to for the requirements or
demands of their institutions or even because they felt responsible towards their departments. 95
% of faculty in Hislop and Atwood (2000), for instance, stated as their college was committed to
ALN (Asynchronous Learning Networks), they felt an obligation to teach online courses. In
other cases such as in Schmidt, Hodge, and Tschida (2013) and Uca-Gunes and Gumus (2010),
faculty started to teach online as they were thrown into it. Schmidt, Hodge, and Tschida (2013)
illustrated this with participants’ phrases like “jumped right in” or “got thrown in” (p. 134).
Faculty in Uca-Gunes and Gumus (2010) also reported that they had no choice to say “No”
because of the university policy. Anthony and Steve in Peach and Bieber (2015) also taught
online as they felt responsible to do it for their unit, which Peach and Bieber interpreted as an
exercise of power over the faculty in the form of expectation.
Although there are mixed findings as to whether institutional requirement works as a
motivating factor for the faculty to teach online, institutions use other means to entice the faculty
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to teach online courses. The findings in studies demonstrate another complicated issue for
institutional motivating factor, institutional support. Lee (2001) reported that despite the faculty
members’ negative perception of instructional support (which included “course redesign, course
facilitation, use and application of distance education technologies, teaching methods,
evaluation, technology needs, rewards, incentives and personnel” (p. 156)), their motivation was
found to be strong (M = 4.15). However, Lee (2001) also found that faculty motivation,
commitment and satisfaction increased if their institutions supported them well. Similarly,
Spector (2005) maintained that in order for the faculty to continue teaching online, they need
extra institutional support.
Institutional support was composed of compensation, instructional support and training.
Compensation reported in the studies emerged in the form of rewards given to the faculty for
their efforts in both designing and teaching online courses as they take a lot of time and lead to
work overload, and it can be monetary incentives or release time. Orr, Williams, and Pennington
(2009) found that although most faculty reported that they would develop and teach online
courses without compensation, eight faculty rewarded with compensation perceived it to be “a
positive motivator” (p. 261). Likewise, in Green, Alejandro, and Brown (2009), 72.59 % faculty
agreed that compensation in return for workload would help motivate them to continue teaching
online. In other studies, compensation in the form of monetary incentives was not perceived to be
a major motivating factor for the faculty. Conversely, monetary incentives (e.g., grants, merit
pay, stipends, royalties) received the lowest rankings in Betts (2014) and O’Quinn & Corry
(2004a). Interview data in Hsieh (2010) also supported that monetary incentives did not
primarily influence the participants’ motivation to teach online. Interestingly, the responses to
the open-ended questions in O’Quinn and Corry (2004a), in contrast to the survey results,
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provided further support that the faculty teaching online courses supported incentives. In some
other studies, monetary incentives were found to impact teaching online as well. 46 out of 97
faculty (47.9 %) in Chapman (2011) ranked financial rewards at number 3 as a motivating factor
to teach online. Chapman (2011), in another section of the survey, asked the faculty how helpful
the incentive, stipends, would be to encourage them to teach DE courses, they also ranked
stipends for professional development at number 1 (52.6 %), higher pay at number 2 (50.5 %),
increased healthcare benefits at number 5 (28.9 %), increased retirement benefits at number 6
(25.8 %), eligibility for rewards at number 6 (25.8 %), tuition reimbursement at number 8 (19.6
%). Participating faculty, Anthony, Art, Laura, and Martin, in Peach and Bieber’s (2015) study
were also motivated to teach online because of the extra pay.
The other compensation method used by the institutions is release time. Release time,
was found to be the second lowest ranking motivating factor in Betts (2014), but faculty in
O’Quinn and Corry (2004a) were very much in favor of release time and a reasonable course
load. Scott in Peach and Bieber’s (2015) study also started teaching online after being offered
release time.
Training was another institutional support factor contributing to faculty motivation to
teach online. Although the survey results of O’Quinn and Corry (2004a) showed that “a system
to retain distance faculty” (p. 23) ranked at lowest motivating factors with mean of 2.29, findings
in studies by Chapman (2011), Green, Alejandro and Brown (2009), Lee and Busch (2005),
Peach and Bieber (2015), and as well as the responses in open-ended questions section of
O’Quinn and Corry (2004a) survey revealed that faculty perceive training as an important factor
for motivation to teach online. Chapman (2011) found that faculty supported “free professional
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development opportunities” ranking it at number 3 with 48.5 %. 77.14 % tenure–track faculty in
Green, Alejandro, and Brown (2009) also found continuous training encouraged faculty
members to continue teaching online. Lee and Busch (2005) reported a significant correlation
between faculty motivation to teach online and training (r = .39, p < .05).
Similarly, counting teaching online as credit toward tenure track or promotion was a
motivating factor in neither Betts (2014) nor O’Quinn and Corry (2004a), and it ranked among
the lowest ranking motivating factors (M= 2.26 and M= 2.71 respectively). However, in
Chapman (2011), it ranked at number 6 as a high motivating incentive for the faculty to be
motivated to teach online with a percentage of 21.6 %.
The final institutional motivating factor enticing the faculty to teach online was
contribution to the institution. Faculty perceive online education as an opportunity to diversify
program offerings (Schifter, 2000) so that they can expand opportunities for students and expand
student enrollment (Chapman, 2011; Crawley, Fewell, & Sugar, 2009; Meyer, 2012; Peach &
Bieber, 2015) and save programs (Meyer, 2012). They also see it an opportunity to communicate
their disciplines to the public (Green, Alejandro, and Brown, 2009).
Inhibitors
The second major category emerging from the analysis of the findings on faculty
experience in online education was inhibitors. There were 49 studies reporting on factors
inhibiting faculty engagement in online teaching. Majority of these studies (21) implemented
qualitative methods, 15 quantitative and 13 mixed methods. Interviews were the sole data
collection method in 11 of the qualitative studies. Four other qualitative studies used interviews
and other data collection methods such as log files and archived online courses. One qualitative

50

study was based on data from focus groups; two others included focus groups and another form
of data collection. There were three qualitative studies using different data collections methods
such as discussion posts and reflective conversations. The number of participants varied from
two to 28. In quantitative studies, 10 studies used surveys to collect data, three used time logs,
one data entry forms, and one used content sessions, e-mails, end-of-session posts and periodic
online chat sessions. The number of participating faculty ranged between one and 2048. As for
mixed methods, 6 studies implemented surveys with open-ended questions; five studies used
surveys with other qualitative data collection methods like interviews or focus groups. One study
findings were based on self-reflections and recorded activities, and finally one study used online
forms, course management systems and interviews as sources of their data.
Once the studies reporting on factors inhibiting faculty participation in online teaching
were listed, a deeper and more structured analysis was conducted on the findings to identify what
possible themes emerged from the findings. As a result of several visits to the findings, and
constant categorization, the following four major themes emerged: institutional inhibiting
factors, complex nature of teaching online, technology, and work intensity (see Table 8). The
following sections will describe, explain, and illustrate each major factor together with subthemes that emerged from further analysis of the findings.
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Table 8. Distribution of Major Factors Inhibiting Faculty Engagement in Online Education with respect to Authors, Research Design,
Data Source and Sample Size
Authors

Research Design

Data Source

Sample Size

Major Factors Inhibiting Faculty Engagement in Online Education
Institutional
Complex nature of
Technology Work
Factors
teaching online
Intensity
X
X

Akdemir (2008)

Qualitative

4

Arinto (2013)
Bair & Bair (2011)

Qualitative
Self-study

Baran, Correia, & Thompson
(2013)
Bender, Wood, & Vredevoogd
(2004)

Qualitative

Interviews,
log files
Interviews
Reflections,
anonymous student feedback,
course evaluations, feedback
from course observers
Interviews

6

X

Quantitative

A daily time log in fifteenminute increments

X

Betts (2014)
Boerema, Stanley, & Westhorp
(2007)
Bolliger & Wasilik (2009)
Britt (2006)
Cavanaugh (2005)
Chiasson, Terras, & Smart (2015)
Christianson, Tiene, & Luft
(2002)

Mixed Methods
Qualitative

Survey with Open-Ended Qs
Reflective Conversations

1 Instructor
38 TAs for f2f course
5 undergraduate TAs
for online class
175
2

Quantitative
Quantitative
Quantitative
Qualitative
Mixed Methods

102
12
1
10
171

Conceiçăo (2006)
DiBiase (2000)

Qualitative
Mixed Methods

Fish & Gill (2009)
Fredericksen, Pickett, Shea, Pelz,
& Swan (2000)
Gonzalez (2009)
Green, Alejandro, & Brown
(2009)
Grosse (2004)
Haber & Mills (2008)
Hartman, Dziuban & Moskal
(2000)

Mixed Methods
Quantitative

Survey
Survey
Time logs
Interviews
Survey
8 Interviews and reviews of
course Web sites
Interviews
Recordings of any work
episode lasting 5 minutes or
longer, self-reflection
Survey + OEQs
Survey

Qualitative
Quantitative

Interviews
Survey

7
135

X

Qualitative
Qualitative
Mixed Methods

Interviews
Focus groups
Survey with OEQs,
Interviews

6
14
48

X
X

10
2

10
1 instructor, 2 TAs,
18 undergraduate
assistants
87
105

52

X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

Table 8. (Continued)
Authors

Research Design

Data Source

Sample Size

Hislop & Ellis (2004)
Hsieh (2010)
Huang & Hsiao (2012)
Lee & Busch (2005)
Liu, Kim, Bonk, & Magjuka
(2007)
Lloyd, Byrne, & McCoy (2012)
Marek (2009)

Quantitative
Qualitative
Qualitative
Mixed Methods
Qualitative

Data Entry Forms
Interviews
Interviews
Survey + OEQs
Interviews

5
11
16
26
28

Major Factors Inhibiting Faculty Engagement in Online Education
Institutional
Complex nature of
Technology Work
Factors
teaching online
Intensity
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Quantitative
Mixed Methods

75
296

X
X

McKenzie, Mims, Bennet, &
Waugh (2000)
Meyer (2012)

Mixed Methods

Survey
Survey + OENQs, Yes/No
Qs
Survey + OEQs

39

X

X

10

X

X

Morris, Xu, & Finnegan (2005)

Qualitative

Nkonge & Gueldenzoph (2006)

Qualitative

O’Quinn & Corry (2002)
Orr, Williams, & Pennington
(2009)
Pachnowski & Jurczyk (2003)
Perreault et al. (2002)
Regan et al., (2012)

Mixed Methods
Qualitative

In-depth interviews, a webbased blog, researcher notes
Interviews, archived online
courses
Interviews. Course
Observations
Survey + OEQs
Interviews

Schifter (2000)
Shea (2007)
Siedlaczek (2004)

Quantitative
Quantitative
Qualitative

Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, &
Gatenby (2014)
Smith, Ferguson, and Caris (2002)
Spector (2005)

Qualitative

Tabata & Johnsrud (2008)
Thompson (2004)

Quantitative
Mixed Methods

Qualitative

Quantitative
Quantitative
Qualitative

Qualitative
Mixed Methods

X

X

13

X
X

X

8

X

X

X

188
12

X
X

X

X

Survey
Survey
Focus Groups and
Observation Notes
Survey
Survey
Focus Group &
Follow-up Interviews
Discussion posts

21
81
6

X

X
X

X

263
386
5

X
X
X

Interviews
Online forms, course
management systems,
interviews
Survey
Survey &
End of Project Reports

21
3

X
X
X
X

21

X

2048
6

53

X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

Table 8. (Continued)
Authors

Research Design

Data Source

Sample Size

Tomei (2006)

Quantitative

1

Van de Vord & Pogue (2012)
Ward, Peters, & Shelley (2010)
Wilson (2001)

Quantitative
Mixed Methods
Mixed Methods

content sessions, e-mails,
end-of-session posts &
periodic online chat sessions
Time logs
Survey + OEQs
Survey + OEQs,
Interviews,
Focus Group Discussion

10
7
687
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Major Factors Inhibiting Faculty Engagement in Online Education
Institutional
Complex nature of
Technology Work
Factors
teaching online
Intensity
X

X

X

X
X
X

Institutional Inhibiting Factors
The first major theme emerging from the deep and structured analysis of the findings was
institutional inhibiting factors. As the name suggests, these factors revolved around the
challenges the faculty experienced due to the institutions they worked. A closer look at the
findings also helped to identify these factors under five categories, namely, administrative
policies, tenure and promotion considerations, compensation, technical support and training
(see Table 9).

Table 9. Distribution of Institutional Factors with respect to Research Studies
Authors

Betts (2014)
Fish & Gill (2009)
Green, Alejandro, & Brown
(2009)
Haber & Mills (2008)
Hartman, Dziuban & Moskal
(2000)
Lloyd, Byrne, & McCoy
(2012)
Marek (2009)
Nkonge & Gueldenzoph
(2006)
O’Quinn & Corry (2002)
Orr, Williams, & Pennington
(2009)
Perreault et al. (2002)
Schifter (2000)
Shea (2007)
Siedlaczek (2004)
Spector (2005)
Tabata & Johnsrud (2008)

Administrative
policies
X

Institutional Inhibiting Factors
Tenure and
Compensation
promotion
X
X

Technical
support
X

Training

X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

Administrative Policies
The first institutional inhibiting factor emerging from the findings in six studies was lack
of standard administrative policies for online education in the institutions. Although Lloyd,
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Byrne, and McCoy (2012) showed that lack of administrative policies is not a major factor
inhibiting faculty engagement in online education (M= 2.28, SE= ±0.13), findings in five studies
demonstrated that there were several issues in different institutions’ policies and procedures that
posed barriers for the faculty members. Siedlaczek (2004) indicated that the faculty were
concerned as the institution still used, and was trying to adapt face-to-face policies and
procedures for online education. Some examples faculty stated included students’ late
registration for classes, course schedules and timetables, which led to confusion among both the
faulty and the students, and a wrong impression about online courses. Orr, Williams, and
Pennington (2009) also reported that faculty asked for clear guidelines for online education
mission. A similar finding was stated in Spector (2005). Spector talked about the concern over
evaluation of online teaching, and that the faculty asked for established guidelines and
procedures. Hartman, Dziuban and Moskal (2000) reported indicated faculty were not sure about
where online education fit in the university’s existing structure in terms of teaching as well as
research, and service. The faculty members participating in Betts (2014) also informed that
aligning with recent compliance rules was a major factor inhibiting their engagement in online
education.
Tenure and Promotion
Another institutional factor concerning the faculty members participating in online
education was the value attained to tenure and promotion considerations. Although it was
revealed in quantitative studies that institution’s not giving credit toward tenure and promotion
was not perceived as an inhibiting factor (Betts, 2014; Lloyd, Byrne, & McCoy, 2012; O’Quinn
& Corry, 2002; Shea, 2007), in qualitative studies, it was found that faculty were concerned
about this lack of credit for promotion and tenure. In Spector (2005) and the open-ended section
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of Betts (2014), faculty stated that it impacted their continued engagement in online education.
Spector (2005) explained it was possibly linked to extra time faculty exerted for online courses,
and that time the faculty considered could be used for activities such as research and publishing
that counted towards tenure track and promotion.
Compensation
Lack of compensation was the third inhibiting factor emerging from the analyses of the
findings under the major theme of institutional inhibiting factors. It encompassed financial
compensation and course release time. Green, Alejandro, and Brown (2009) reported that
48.89% of the faculty found the financial compensation inadequate as compared to the workload,
and stated it as a barrier. Other quantitative studies investigating inhibitors using survey method
demonstrated that compensation was in the top 5 inhibiting factors. In Shea (2007), the top three
inhibiting factors were related to compensation, and they included compensation for course
development (M= 4.15, SD= 2.29), course revision (M= 4.14, SD= 2.26) and teaching (M= 4.07,
SD= 2.31). Lloyd, Byrne, & McCoy (2012) ranked insufficient compensation for teaching online
at top 5 (M=2.72, SE= ±0.14). Similarly, in O’Quinn and Corry (2002), lack of financial support
(M= 3.57, SD= 1.27) and salary rise (M= 3.43, SD= 1.40) were found to be first and third top
inhibiting factors respectively. They also found that financial support for materials ranked at 6
(M= 2.29, SD= 1.38), which ranked at number one as an inhibiting factor in Schifter (2000). In a
qualitative study by Haber and Mills, faculty (2008) complained that they were not provided
additional compensation as recognition of fulfilling the labor intensive and time-consuming
online teaching. Another qualitative study by Marek (2009) also indicated that faculty needed
funding so that they could attend some courses or benefit from other educational opportunities
outside the university.
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Lack of compensation in the form of release time was also found to be a hindrance for
faculty engagement in online education. In Schifter (2000), it ranked at top number two, and in
Betts (2014), at top four (M=3.59, SD= 1.43). However, in O’Quinn and Corry (2002), it was not
perceived to be a strong inhibiting factor, and ranked at 11 (M=2.86, SD= 1.86). In a qualitative
study by Nkonge and Gueldenzoph (2006), it was also reported that the participating faculty
members were concerned about not having release time as designing and teaching an online
course was heavy workload and took too much time. Therefore, some faculty demanded reduced
teaching load and institutional responsibilities, while some others wanted smaller classes.
Faculty in Marek (2009) also reported that they desperately needed release time so that they
could have time to learn, and reflect on their teaching experiences, and could improve their
courses. They also wanted release time to be able to learn the new technologies emerging.
Surprisingly, the analyses of the findings also demonstrated that the absence of
institutional recognition and awards were not perceived to be hindering faculty members from
engaging in online education, and ranked at low levels in two studies (Betts, 2014; O’Quinn &
Corry, 2002).
Technical Support
Inadequate technical support provided by the institution was found to be another hurdle
for the faculty as they taught online courses. Findings in several studies demonstrated that
faculty were not content with technical support provided, and found it inadequate. For instance,
Perreault, Waldman, Alexander, and Zhao (2002) reported that more than half of the faculty
found technical support provided by the institution to be problematic, and faculty in other studies
stated it as one of the top inhibiting factors. Schifter (2000) found it to be the most inhibiting
factor; Betts (2014) the second most inhibiting factor (M= 3.86, SD=1.27), and O’Quinn and
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Corry (2002) the fifth (M=3.14, SD=1.21). Lloyd, Byrne, and McCoy (2012) and Shea (2007)
found it a moderate inhibiting factor. In Lloyd, Byrne, and McCoy (2012), it ranked at 6 (M=
2.62, SE= ±0.13). In Shea (2007), institutional technical support was found to be an inhibiting
factor at teaching level (M= 3.42, SD= 2.21) and at online course development level (M= 3.37,
SD=2.24). Marek (2009) reported that faculty were concerned about not being offered what they
actually needed on the online platform, and complained about IT department’s lack of
cooperation, lack of ability to sort out technology problems, and not being ahead of the faculty in
terms of learning the new technologies used to teach online courses. One of the participants
stated, “As we try to be ahead of the curve in our teaching (with the virtual world Second Life,
for example), we often find that we are even ahead of the IT support staff at our institutions.” (p.
285). Another participant stated, “There is often a disincentive to introduce new tools into a
class, because doing so puts a serious setup, administrative and IT support burden on the
instructor.” (p. 285). The faculty in Siedlaczek (2004) were also frustrated with technical issues,
and agreed that because it was not clear where they could get help with technical problems, the
college needed a structured plan to support every person taking part in online education. One
faculty member further stated that if there were student access problems to an online course, it
would not matter how well and effectively the course was designed. In addition to technical
support, the faculty in Betts (2014) also were inhibited by the absence of sufficient equipment,
which they stated to be the greatest inhibitor (M= 4.26, SD= 1.03). Finally, the finding about the
available resources in Tabata and Johnsrud (2008) showed that there was a significant
relationship between the faculty members’ willingness to participate in distance education and
availability of technology resources for online education.
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Training
Another surveyed obstacle faculty members were reported to face while teaching online
was lack of sufficient training. However, the analyses of the findings in some studies showed
that lack of adequate institutional training was not a major inhibiting factor (Lloyd, Byrne, &
McCoy, 2012; O’Quinn & Corry, 2002), and even in Fish and Gill (2009), majority of the faculty
(63%) with both positive and negative experiences teaching online were content with the training
they received.
Challenges due to the Complex Nature of Teaching Online
The second major category emerging from intense analyses of the findings relating to
inhibitors was the complex nature of teaching online. The complex nature of teaching online was
composed of designing online courses, teaching online practice and quality (see Table 10). The
second sub-theme, online teaching practice included themes as lack of interaction, code of
conduct, privacy, and assessment and evaluation.
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Table 10. Distribution of Challenges due to the Complex Nature of Teaching Online with respect to Research Studies
Authors
Designing
courses
Akdemir (2008)
Bair & Bair (2011)
Betts (2014)
Boerema, Stanley, & Westhorp
(2007)
Britt (2006)
Cavanaugh (2005)
Chiasson, Terras, & Smart (2015)
Christianson, Tiene, & Luft (2002)
Conceiçăo (2006)
Fish & Gill (2009)
Gonzalez (2009)
Grosse (2004)
Haber & Mills (2008)
Hartman, Dziuban & Moskal (2000)
Hsieh (2010)
Huang & Hsiao (2012)
Lee & Busch (2005)
Liu, Kim, Bonk, & Magjuka (2007)
Lloyd, Byrne, & McCoy (2012)
McKenzie, Mims, Bennet, & Waugh
(2000)
Meyer (2012)
Nkonge & Gueldenzoph (2006)
O’Quinn & Corry (2002)
Pachnowski & Jurczyk (2003)
Perreault et al. (2002)
Schifter (2000)
Shea (2007)
Siedlaczek (2004)
Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, &
Gatenby (2014)
Smith, Ferguson, and Caris (2002)
Ward, Peters, & Shelley (2010)

X
X
X

Online teaching
practice

Complex nature of teaching online
Challenges related to online teaching practice
Lack of interaction
Code of
Privacy
conduct

Assessment &
evaluation

X

X

Quality

X
X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X
X
X

X

X
X
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Designing Online Courses
One of the inhibiting factors identified from the findings was what concerns the faculty
had about designing online courses. Betts (2014) reported that the faculty found
micromanagement of online course design and implementation as a challenge. Shea (2007)
found that faculty members teaching online courses did not find designing online courses a
challenge for their engagement in online education (M=3.27, SE= 2.01); however, Grosse (2004)
reported that trying to bring together all parts of an online course posed a major difficulty for the
faculty. Grosse depicted one of the participants’ experiences of being used to free-flowing nature
of face-to-face courses, online courses’ requiring structure and well-organization posed a
challenge for this particular faculty member. Faculty in Akdemir (2008) were concerned about
design quality of online courses and stated that many faculty did not know how to design an
online course and designed their online courses similar to their face-to-face courses. One faculty
expressed concern about developing and using multimedia and quizzes, and maintained that the
faculty should pay attention to the design of the materials created for the online courses.
In addition, many faculty in several studies raised their concerns about spending
additional time to plan and develop their online courses (Akdemir, 2008; Bair & Bair, 2011;
Cavanaugh, 2005; Chiasson, Terras, & Smart, 2015; Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002;
Conceiçăo , 2006; Fish & Gill, 2009; Gonzalez, 2009; Grosse, 2004; McKenzie, Mims, Bennet,
& Waugh, 2000; Meyer, 2012; Pachnowski & Jurczyk, 2003; Ward, Peters, & Shelley, 2010).
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Online Teaching Practice
Other factors faculty members perceived hindrances for online teaching were related to
online teaching experience. Despite the fact that Shea (2007) found faculty did not find
pedagogical aspects of online teaching as possible disadvantages (M= 2.86, SD=1.17), and
O’Quinn and Corry (2002) showed that faculty did not perceive teaching either a synchronous
course (M=2.17, SD= 2.06) or an asynchronous course (M= 2.17, SD= 1.83), dislike for the
collaborative atmosphere in designing and delivering online courses (M=3.0, SD=1.29); and role
change from knowledge provider to facilitator (M=2.0, SD=1.63) as strong inhibitors, many
findings from several studies proved that faculty members still struggled teaching online due to
the complex nature of online platform. For instance, faculty teaching online courses in Betts
(2014) reported that they were concerned about how to manage the development and delivery of
their online courses. A deeper analysis and synthesis of the findings revealed that the issues
encountered could be categorized as lack of interaction, code of conduct, privacy, assessment
and evaluation, and course quality.
Lack of Interaction
The first inhibiting factor in online teaching practice caused by the complex nature of
online teaching was lack of interaction. Findings revealed that lack of interaction constituted four
different interaction patterns: learner-teacher interaction, learner-learner interaction, learnercontent interaction and teacher-teacher interaction.
Many studies reported that faculty were concerned about learner-teacher interactions as
students in the online classes did not interact with the faculty (Bair & Bair, 2011; Britt, 2006;
Haber & Mills, 2008; Hartman, Dziuban, & Moskal; 2000; Perreault et al, 2002). Perreault et al.,
(2002) identified communication between students and the faculty to be problematic. Britt
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(2006) identified lack of communication with students as one of the most frequent barrier in the
online courses as well as in Hartman, Dziuban, and Moskal (2000), who reported less contact
with the students in the online courses. Faculty in Bair and Bair (2011) and Haber and Mills
(2008) also indicated that the students did not interact with the faculty, and it was very difficult
for the faculty to encourage students to interact with the faculty. Eventually, faculty in Bair and
Bair (2011) felt disconnected from their students.
Other studies also demonstrated that faculty members perceived lack of face-to-face
learner-teacher interaction on the online platform a challenge as it created different problems,
and did not allow establishing personal relationship (Fish & Gill, 2009; Huang & Hsiao, 2012;
Liu, Kim, Bonk, & Magjuka, 2007; Lloyd, Byrne, and McCoy, 2012; Shea, 2007). Lloyd, Byrne,
and McCoy (2012) found that other factors in their survey; “lack of social interaction (M= 2.21,
SE= ± 0.13), impersonal (M=2.49, SE= ±0.14), lack of visual cues from learners (M= 2.40, SE=
±0.12),” loaded onto the category of impersonal nature of the online environments setting
hindrances for the faculty teaching online (p. 6). Faculty in Lee & Busch (2005) stated that
teaching ITV courses was difficult because they did not have non-verbal communication.
Similarly, Bair and Bair (2011), Huang and Hsiao (2012), Siedlaczek (2004) and Smith,
Ferguson, and Caris (2002) reported that the absence of non-verbal communication and visual
cues from students were likely to cause miscommunication or lack of communication. The
faculty members felt unsure as to whether what they taught was clearly understood, whether the
silence of students in the discussions meant reflective thinking, technical problem or
procrastinating, and unfortunately they lacked the opportunity to intervene in to solve a problem
at the time it occurred. Bair and Bair (2011) and Smith, Ferguson, and Caris (2002) maintained
that because of the lack of physical presence in the class and lack of visual cues, they had added
64

workload as they had to make sure that every detail was considered very carefully articulated on
the course site as explicitly as possible so that they could help students stay on track, and ensure
that no road blocks existed. This work had to be completed upfront just as they designed the
course before students accessed the course.
One faculty in Huang and Hsiao (2012) claimed that physical distance also gave rise to a
“psychological distance,” and explained:
I really feel disconnected from them… like when they call me up or when they send me
an e-mail with an excuse about why they missed an assignment or they needed an
extension, I’m not as forgiving as I am with the students I see face-to-face… I think I just
don’t feel like I have the same kind of personal relationship with them.” (p. 22).
Finally, one faculty member in Fish and Gill (2009) reported that it was difficult for the
faculty to incorporate laboratory activities and hands-on tasks in online courses they offered to
the engineering students due to lack of face-to-face interaction.
In addition to lack of learner-teacher interaction challenge, faculty were also concerned
about lack of learner-learner interaction, especially during discussions and group work activities,
and found it difficult to decide whether or not they should participate in the activities. Findings
in Perreault et al., (2002) indicated communication among students while working on projects as
problematic. One faculty in Bair and Bair (2011) claimed that the discussions in online courses
were not as interactive and affective as face-to-face-face discussions. The online discussions
were not genuine as the students lacked the moments when they can give and hear the immediate
responses in the same space. In the online discussions, the students had the opportunity to think
separated by time and place, but discussed less provocatively. The faculty missed the teachable
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moments he had in face-to-face classes. Similarly, Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, and Gatenby
(2014) reported that faculty members were worried that once they converted their traditional
courses to online courses, they would not be able to have as rich and interactive discussions as
they used to. They reported that some student did not always visit the discussions. Bair and Bair
(2011) indicated that one faculty had a dilemma while facilitating online discussions. She learnt
that when she participated in the discussions, the students would start to reply to her posts
instead of writing to each other. Therefore, she abstained from participating. However, then she
realized that if she did not reply to anyone’s post, and just observed the discussions, the students
started to think she was not there. Similarly, Meyer (2012) found that the faculty were concerned
about their participation in the discussions as well, and had different approaches to whether or
not to participate in the discussions. Some faculty spent more time participating in discussions
and some preferred not to do so. Meyer reported that the experienced faculty abstained from
participating in the discussions for the fear that students may not continue to discuss further as
the expert already made the point. The faculty member explained that there were office hours
and an area created online for general questions so the students could always get help. The less
experienced one, on the other hand, spent a lot of time taking active part in the discussions, and
posting between 15 and 20 times a week. This demonstrated the complexity of having
discussions online and undertaking different instructor roles during the discussions. Faculty in
Haber and Mills (2008) also indicated that the students lacked interaction with the faculty and
with their peers. It was very difficult for the faculty to motivate students to interact with
themselves and with other students. Strategies such as putting students into small groups based
on their interests did not even work. One faculty complained that students might think when they
took online courses they just wanted to submit their assignments and they did not have to interact
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with others. The faculty were worried that such lack of interaction led to confusion as the
students did not know what they were expected to do in the assignments. Such a concern was
peculiar to online course as in a face-to-face class, students would have opportunities to listen to
other students asking questions, or they would ask themselves. Another faculty shared that s/he
had to give up on discussion board activities as the students did not participate. Another
explained that in a face-to-face class, you could put students into small groups and facilitate the
discussion using immediate strategies such as calling on students.
Lack of interaction was also reported for learner-content interaction, and how students’
inexperience with online resources led to poor performance. Bair and Bair (2011) claimed that
despite the abundance of online resources, and their efforts to help students to do better online
research, most students lacked the skills to differentiate valuable and accurate information in
resources. The assignments demonstrated that students mostly used resources that provided
information that aligned with their opinions. They also observed that students preferred to
interact with the ones that supported their views. One faculty in Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, and
Gatenby (2014) complained that some students did not always synthesize content and theory in
their responses, provide adequate amount of information and visit the discussion board to reply
back to their friends.
Bair and Bair (2011) claimed that some students were not ready for autonomous work.
They were likely to fall behind the class and even drop the course. Therefore, the faculty had to
be careful and had to be more rigid with course requirements. Meeting students face-to-face
regularly and creating a kind of face-to-face class proved to help those students complete the
course successfully. This was, however, against the nature of teaching an online course.
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Finally, it was revealed that in addition to the feeling isolated from students, faculty
reported feeling isolated from their colleagues because of lack of teacher-teacher interaction.
Bair and Bair (2011) acknowledged that not going to campus and seeing their colleagues added
to the feeling of isolation more. Therefore, they believed that technology helped to bring the
faculty and students together, but at the same time separated them. Moreover, they cited their
students’ desire to have more face-to-face sessions as they also felt their interactions with their
classmates through class activities were not like the real interactions which would give them
opportunities to socialize other than course-related interactions.
Code of Conduct
The findings also showed that the faculty members reported to be concerned about
students’ code of conduct in the online courses. Liu, Kim, Bonk, & Magjuka (2007) reported
despite the faculty appreciation of students’ high quality and hard work, a few of the faculty
members complained about negative attitudes of some online students as compared to face-toface students. One example of faculty reporting was “I think they feel they can say things in an
email or a discussion that they wouldn’t necessarily say the same way to someone face-to-face.”
(n.p.) Another problem both Nkonge and Gueldenzoph (2006) and Hsieh (2010) reported was
that faculty members were concerned about students’ procrastination. Some students tended to
submit their assignments late, or did not interact with their peers during collaborative activities.
Privacy
Privacy was another issue that worried the faculty (Bair & Bair, 2011; Smidt, McDyre,
Bunk, Li, & Gatenby, 2014). Bair and Bair (2011) were concerned about privacy. They
explained as the conventions for online communication are still not clearly defined they were
concerned about how to create social presence that is professional at the same time. They
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maintained interacting with students, for instance, via e-mail, they felt comfortable and
everything was assumed to be private, however, it could also be public if forwarded or copied
and pasted somewhere else. They explained that it was tempting to write in informal tone;
however, they feared it would be taken unprofessional or not acceptable. Therefore, they had to
make sure their tone was appropriate to anyone reading it. They felt the same thing about the
course activities such as announcements and discussions. They were private on the course site,
but they could be easily made public by copying and pasting. Another issue that bothered the
faculty teaching online courses in Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, and Gatenby (2014) was whether or
not to ask students to post their photos on the course site. The faculty had different reasons for
both asking and not asking their students to post their photos for the reasons that some students
might be taking an online course for personal privacy, but on the other hand, photos would help
create a personal atmosphere. Some faculty also talked about the problem of anonymous
comments. Anonymous comments, like not posting personal images, would help students to
think freely, but at the same time might lead to not taking the responsibility for their words or
stereotyping, which were likely to occur in the online platform frequently.
Assessment and Evaluation
Assessment and evaluation was another sub-theme emerging under online teaching
practice. Faculty reported the difficulty of grading and giving feedback to students as well as
encountering online cheating. Both Bair and Bair (2011) and Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp
(2007) also contended that discussion groups and assessment posed challenges while teaching
online. In the discussion groups, it was difficult to monitor, provide support and give individual
feedback to students as it took a lot of time. As for assessment, faculty in Boerema, Stanley, and
Westhorp (2007) found that tasks such as grading lengthy assignments online was difficult, so
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they attempted to download and print them, and grade them on paper. Then they transferred the
feedback and grades back to online format using Microsoft Office’s track changes feature, which
turned out to be very time-consuming and not very efficient at all. The whole process took not
only a lot of time and effort, but also added stress as they wanted to inform students about their
assignments and grades as soon as possible. Furthermore, Perreault et al., (2002) also reported
that 47 % of the faculty perceived giving tests in the online courses as problematic. Faculty in
Haber and Mills (2008), Hartman, Dziuban, and Moskal (2000), and Fish and Gill (2009) were
concerned about the instances of cheating in the online courses. Faculty in Fish and Gill (2009)
were worried about the cheating in the online courses as they were not physically with their
students at the time students were taking tests or doing assignments. One faculty members
explained the concern as “Everyone can cheat and have someone help them with their work.
Who really knows who is doing the work? All the students tell me that they have had someone
do some or most of their work for an online course.” (p. 57).
Quality
Lastly, findings from studies also informed about what the faculty thought about the
online course quality, and if it was seen as an inhibitor. Interestingly, although Lloyd, Byrne, and
McCoy (2012), and O’Quinn and Corry (2002) found that faculty were not worried about the
quality of online courses and reported it among the bottom five inhibiting factors (Lloyd, Byrne,
& McCoy, 2012, M= 2.08, SE= ± 0.12; O’Quinn & Corry, 2002, M= 2.14, SD= 1.46), Betts
(2014) and Schifter (2000) informed that the concern over quality of online courses were among
the top 5 inhibiting factors for the participating faculty (Betts, 2014, M= 3.54, SD= 1.37).
O’Quinn and Corry (2002) also informed that the faculty were moderately concerned about the
quality of online students (M=2.14, SD= 1.35). In Akdemir (2008), faculty raised their concerns
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about the design quality of online courses. One faculty was worried that many courses were
likely to be designed by faculty without any online education training. They took online courses
the same as face-to-face courses, and designed their online courses like face-to-face courses.
Another faculty was worried about developing and using multimedia and quizzes, and
emphasized the need for instructional quality in the design of the materials created for the online
courses. Another faculty complained that the online courses were evaluated based on the criteria
created for face-to-face courses. Moreover, there was also some expectation of online courses to
be of higher quality than face-to-face courses. The faculty maintained that the two formats
should not be compared using the same standards as online courses were different.
Technology-Related Inhibiting Factors
Several findings in the studies made references to problems occurring due to technology
in the online courses (see Table 11). Therefore, next category was identified as technologyrelated inhibitors that impacted the faculty engagement in online education. Technology-related
inhibiting factors were composed of two themes: lack of technology competence and reliability
of technology.
Table 11. Distribution of Technology-Related Inhibiting Factors with respect to Research
Studies
Authors
Bair & Bair (2011)
Betts (2014)
Britt (2006)
Fredericksen, Pickett, Shea, Pelz, & Swan (2000)
Grosse (2004)
Haber & Mills (2008)
Hartman, Dziuban & Moskal (2000)
Hsieh (2010)
Huang & Hsiao (2012)
Liu, Kim, Bonk, & Magjuka (2007)
Lloyd, Byrne, & McCoy (2012)
Nkonge & Gueldenzoph (2006)
O’Quinn & Corry (2002)
Perreault et al. (2002)
Shea (2007)
Siedlaczek (2004)
Ward, Peters, & Shelley (2010)

Technology-related inhibiting factors
Lack of technology competence
Reliability of technology
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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Lack of Technology Competence
The very first sub-category emerging from the findings was lack of technology
competence which adhered to both faculty and students. As for faculty competence of
technology, although Betts (2014) revealed that faculty perceived lack of technological
background as a minor factor impacting their engagement in the online courses (M= 2.60, SD=
1.48), for the online faculty in O’Quinn and Corry (2002), lack of technological background was
rated at number four as an inhibiting factor (M= 3.14, SD= 1.21). Moreover, 41 % of the faculty
in Perreault et al., (2002) reported that technology competence of the faculty was a difficult
issue. In line with the technology competence, findings in other studies demonstrated the
significance of technology competence. Bair and Bair (2011) reported that the faculty found it
difficult to keep up with the changing technology, so they regarded themselves as novice users.
Britt (2006) reported that 33 % of the participating faculty expressed that they did not know the
technology used for online education. Shea (2007) found that lack of opportunity to practice the
technology before embarking on teaching online courses was perceived to be a moderately
inhibiting factor (M= 3.33, SD=2.01). Finally, Ward, Peters, and Shelley (2010) found that
faculty perceived mastering the operating system for SIOI as an important challenge.
In addition to faculty’s lack of technology competence, students’ lack of technology
competence was also perceived to be an influential factor on faculty engagement in online
education (Bair & Bair, 2011; Haber & Mills, 2008; Huang and Hsiao, 2012; Hsieh, 2010;
Nkonge & Gueldenzoph, 2006; Perreault et al., 2002; Siedlaczek, 2004). In a study by Perreault
et al., (2002), more than half of the faculty (63%) reported students’ technological background as
problematic. Bair and Bair (2011) indicated that many students enrolling the online courses had
never used either the learning management system or the university’s electronic databases
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before. Therefore, they had to instruct their students on how to use the technology. In Haber and
Mills (2008), the faculty members were also concerned about their students’ lack of technology
competence as it inhibited students’ access to course materials. The students’ technical problems
reported included not having the right and up-to-date software programs and hardware,
connectivity issues. Hsieh (2010) also found that students’ lack of technological skills hindered
their communication in the online environment, and posed one of the most difficult worries
among the participating faculty. Two faculty members in Huang and Hsiao (2012) also referred
to problems with students’ lack of technology competence. One faculty claimed technology
hindered students, and the other complained about how frustrating it was to try to communicate
with students to help them fix the problems. Nkonge and Gueldenzoph (2006) indicated that
since students lacked technology competence, the faculty had to teach them some basic computer
skills in order for them to be able to successfully take part in the course, which consequently
increased faculty workload. Therefore, they demanded a better student orientation that would
eliminate the technology challenges students face, and inform them about the requirements of the
online courses. Finally, the faculty in Siedlaczek (2004) stated that using technology was a major
issue for their students, and they explained the reason that their online students were expected to
not only excel in the course, but do it in a new platform, so they had extra work to be successful
in the course.
Reliability of Technology
Reliability of technology was another inhibiting factor for the faculty. Faculty in
Hartman, Dziuban, and Moskal (2000) believed when it was technology concerned, problems
would arise. 80 % of the faculty in Perreault et al. (2002) stated they could not rely on
technology because of the problems they experienced while teaching online. Faculty in
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Siedlaczek (2004) claimed to face several technical issues, and were frustrated at varying
degrees. Similarly, faculty in Lloyd, Byrne, and McCoy (2012) reported technology problems as
the fourth top inhibiting factor (M= 2.74, SE= ± 0.13). In line with the unreliability of
technology, there were several technical problems reported in the studies. These included server
problems (Perreault et al., 2002; Siedlaczek, 2004), incompatible browsers (Betts, 2014; Huang
& Hsiao, 2012), audio difficulties (Ward, Peters, & Shelley, 2010), internet access (Huang &
Hsiao, 2012; Nkonge & Gueldenzoph, 2006; Ward, Peters, & Shelley, 2010), connectivity issues
(Ward, Peters, & Shelley, 2010), log-on problems (Ward, Peters, & Shelley, 2010), WebCT
inaccessibility (Ward, Peters, & Shelley, 2010), confusing technology (Grosse, 2004; Shea,
2007), students’ lack of sufficient hardware and software (Nkonge & Gueldenzoph, 2006) and
finally, ISP (Internet Service Provider) cost (Liu, Kim, Bonk, & Magjuka, 2007). Despite the
problems faced during teaching online, 51 % of the faculty in Fredericksen, Pickett, Shea, Pelz,
and Swan (2000) reported that their teaching was not impacted at all. 27 % of the faculty
reported no technical issues, 24 % reported some hardships; however, they had no impact on
faculty teaching, and 16 % claimed that they had technical problems, but they were not bigger
than the problems they would encounter in a traditional classroom. For 31 % of the faculty, these
problems had somewhat influential impact on their teaching, and for 2 %, these problems made it
very difficult to teach online.
Work Intensity
Final major category under inhibitors was work intensity. Work intensity was defined as
the time and effort exerted on designing, developing and delivering online courses. It included
workload and time as sub-categories (see Table 12).
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Table 12. Distribution of Challenges under Work Intensity with respect to Research Studies
Authors
Heavier
workload

Akdemir (2008)
Arinto (2013)
Bair &Bair (2011)
Baran, Correia, & Thompson
(2013)
Bender, Wood, & Vredevoogd
(2004)
Betts (2014)
Boerema, Stanley, & Westhorp
(2007)
Bolliger & Wasilik (2009)
Britt (2006)
Cavanaugh (2005)
Chiasson, Terras, & Smart (2015)
Christianson, Tiene, & Luft
(2002)
Conceiçăo (2006)
DiBiase (2000)
Fish & Gill (2009)
Gonzalez (2009)
Green, Alejandro, & Brown
(2009)
Grosse (2004)
Haber & Mills (2008)
Hartman, Dziuban & Moskal
(2000)
Hislop & Ellis (2004)
Hsieh (2010)
Huang & Hsiao (2012)
Lee & Busch (2005)
Liu, Kim, Bonk, & Magjuka
(2007)
Lloyd, Byrne, & McCoy (2012)
Marek (2009)
McKenzie, Mims, Bennet, &
Waugh (2000)
Meyer (2012)
Morris, Xu, & Finnegan (2005)
O’Quinn & Corry (2002)
Orr, Williams, & Pennington
(2009)
Pachnowski & Jurczyk (2003)
Regan at al., (2012)
Schifter (2000)
Shea (2007)
Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, &
Gatenby (2014)
Smith, Ferguson, & Caris (2002)
Spector (2005)
Thompson (2004)
Tomei (2006)
Van de Vord & Pogue (2012)
Ward, Peters, & Shelley (2010)
Wilson (2001)

Work intensity
Time
Teaching
Activities requiring
online: more
more time
time
X
X
X
X

Inhibiting
factor

X

Teaching online:
controversial
findings
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X

X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X
X
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X
X
X

Workload
The first sub-theme, workload, was referred in many studies and it was found to be more
intense when faculty were engaged in online education, and thus posed a challenge. Several
quantitative studies talked about what the faculty thought about intensive workload posing a
challenge. Lloyd, Byrne, and McCoy (2012) reported that faculty found increased workload in
online education to be the greatest inhibiting factor for their engagement in online education
(M=3.02, SE= ± 0.12). Online faculty in O’Quinn and Corry (2002) perceived it as the second
greatest barrier with a mean score of 3.57, and a standard deviation of 1.27. In both Betts (2014)
and Schifter (2000), faculty workload was found to be the third top inhibiting factor (Betts, 2014,
M= 3.75, SD= 1.28). Almost half of the online faculty (48.15 %) in Green, Alejandro, and
Brown (2009) reported workload as a factor discouraging engagement in online education. Lee
and Busch (2005) also postulated that the faculty’s willingness to teach online was not related to
workload needed to create course materials. Hartman, Dziuban, and Moskal (2000) reported that
90 % of the faculty considered teaching ALN courses meant more work as compared to the same
courses in face-to-face format. Similarly, 59.4 % of the participating faculty in Bolliger and
Wasilik (2009) found teaching online meant heavier workload.
In qualitative studies, the faculty also reported heavier workload, and explained why they
perceived teaching online workload heavier. In studies, Bair and Bair (2011), Britt (2006), Liu,
Kim, Bonk and Magjuka (2007), Meyer (2012), and Regan et al., (2012), faculty reported
teaching online as heavier workload. Meyer (2012) explained that workload for the participating
faculty meant the number of courses taught, which involved two different categories: the number
of courses taught to comply with the contract and the number of courses taught to meet the
enrolment demand. These workloads could differ from institution to institution, as result of
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which some could have higher workload. However, despite the increase in their workload,
faculty reported that their productivity was not impacted negatively; conversely, their
productivity increased as they were able to divert their workload towards either research or their
service.
In other qualitative studies, the findings were detailed as to why the faculty found
teaching online more labor intensive. Bair and Bair (2011) explained that it was more work
because they had to give detailed feedback to students’ papers which also meant heavier
workload as they had to download the papers, write their feedback, and upload their papers back.
They also had heavier workload in the discussions, which they had to facilitate, and provide
feedback to the students’ posts as well. One faculty also indicated that with the undergraduate
students, it was even more difficult as the undergraduates would “expect immediate, unlimited,
and individualized feedback from the instructor” (p. 10). Huang and Hsiao (2012) indicated that
teaching online meant heavier workload when compared to the traditional courses. The heavy
workload included both the preparation and delivery of the course. Several activities you would
do in a traditional class meant spending more time and increased workload in the online courses.
One participant pertained heavy workload to communication. Text-based communication made
the online teaching labor intensive as it required a lot of typing unlike traditional courses. The
faculty member expressed the feeling as, “Teaching this way [online] … is actually more laborintensive than teaching on campus cause this sheer amount of typing that you deal with, you
know, back and forth on papers rather than just sitting down and talking to a student, I mean it
takes so much time.” (p. 19). One of the interviewees in Conceiçăo (2006) explained s/he had to
interact with individual learners to help them, and to be able to continue to teach the course.
Another one added, unlike online students, the instructor had to read everybody’s posting’s and
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comments, which required more engagement and led to heavier workload. A similar finding was
reported in Morris, Xu, and Finnegan (2005). Although only four out of 13 instructors found
teaching online was much heavier workload compared to teaching traditional courses, these four
faculty members explained that they, like the faculty in Conceiçăo (2006), interacted with their
students very much by posing questions, giving instructions and replying to their students’ posts.
Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp (2007) also illustrated the workload increase with discussion
board activity and explained that frequent monitoring of students’ posts, and giving feedback
were a lot of work considering the faculty’s availability so they had to give overall feedback to
all students. Bair and Bair (2011) and Smith, Ferguson, and Caris (2002) referred to lack of faceto-face interaction and how it impacted the faculty workload. Not meeting students in class and
absence of visual cues, faculty in Smith, Ferguson, and Caris reported that every detail had to be
considered very carefully, and written on the course site when preparing the online course so that
students would be able to understand everything clearly and would have no misunderstandings.
Time
The second sub-category emerging under work intensity was time. A more intense
analysis revealed sub-themes from the findings informing time as an inhibiting factor, teaching
online taking more time, activities requiring more time, and controversial findings.
Time as an Inhibiting Factor
Although Lee and Busch (2005) found that there was no significant relationship between
faculty willingness to participate in distance education and time required to create an online
course, several studies informed that increased time commitment required for the online courses
was a major challenge for the online faculty (Baran, Correia, & Thompson, 2013; Betts, 2014;
Britt, 2006; Fish & Gill, 2009; Gonzalez, 2009; Green, Alejandro, & Brown, 2009; Grosse,
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2004; Hartman, Dizuban, & Moskal, 2000; Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Liu, Kim, Bonk, & Magjuka,
2007; Lloyd, Byrne, & McCoy, 2012; Marek, 2009; Orr, Williams, & Pennington, 2009; Shea,
2007; Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li & Gatenby, 2014; Ward, Peters, & Shelley, 2010; Wilson,
2001). Green, Alejandro, and Brown (2009) reported that more than half of the participating
faculty (54.07%) stated that increased time required to teach online was likely to inhibit them
from teaching online. Lloyd, Byrne, and McCoy (2012) reported that time was the second
greatest factor impacting faculty engagement in online education (M= 2.97, SE= ±0.13), and the
time required to grade and give feedback to students was not adequate (M=2.62, SE= ±0.13).
Shea (2007) also informed about faculty perception of time being inadequate for activities like
developing a new online course (M=3.64, SD=2.13), revising an existing course (M=3.59, 2.10)
and to learn about teaching online (M= 3.24, SD=1.99). 66 % of the participating faculty in Britt
(2006) also reported increased time requirement for preparation as a barrier. In another study,
one faculty member talked about how time impacted teaching online experience, and explained
the concern about online teaching quality versus time as, “the big challenge is how I can find a
way to keep the quality up and so it works for more students and it does not kill me.” (Liu, Kim,
Bonk, & Magjuka, 2007, n.p.). Wilson (2001) demonstrated that in addition to course material
preparation time (M=3.88, SD= 1.15), faculty also perceived that the time they spent attending
technical training (M= 3.67, SD= 1.25) as a barrier.
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Teaching Online Took More Time
Further analysis into the findings from several studies supported the perception that
teaching online required more time commitment from the faculty. One faculty in Fish and Gill
(2009) participant referred to several aspects of teaching online, and stated it “takes longer to
organize, construct, teach, and evaluate.” (p. 58). Another participant complained that in addition
to teaching online activities (class preparation, grading), it was really difficult to keep teaching
full time and do research. One other faculty complained that teaching online was similar to
“writing a textbook to explain the textbook” (p. 57-58). In Haber and Mills (2008), faculty
reported that teaching online required more time commitment than teaching a face-to-face
course. They indicated that teaching online was not just about planning and developing the
course, but also delivering the course and making sure the course ran smoothly. Similarly,
faculty in Hsieh (2010) reported planning, preparing, developing and delivering an online course
required more time than a face-to-face course. Moreover, Pachnowski and Jurczyk (2003)
compared the perceptions of the faculty teaching a synchronous and an asynchronous course.
They reported that faculty teaching an asynchronous course spent a lot more time for course
preparation the first time they teach it than the faculty teaching synchronous courses. They also
found that teaching the same course repeatedly helped faculty to spend less time on training and
preparing the distance course. However, 30% of the faculty still maintained that even after
teaching the course three semesters, 10 to 20 hours would still be necessary for preparation of the
online course. One participant, in Akdemir (2008), put forward that he spent twice or three times
more per week for an online course than he did for a face-to-face course.
Some studies specifically examined time spent on online courses and estimated the time
exerted. Spector (2005) also contended that faculty experienced in teaching online courses
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claimed to spend about twice more time than their face-to-face counterparts. The courses the
faculty taught had already been offered twice before so the time spent in creating the course was
not included. Spector (2005) maintained that with the inclusion of planning and preparation of
the course, time load would have been a lot more. Another study by Tomei (2006) contrasted the
online and face-to-face sections of the same course with the same number of students enrolled in
both. Tomei (2006) also demonstrated that teaching the content, which encompassed the reading
materials, discussion activities, and chat sessions with the online students, demanded a total of
59.18 hours, with 43.5% more time difference as compared to the traditional instruction (41.25
hours). He found that the faculty spent 136.5 hours in total teaching his face-to-face students,
whereas, he spent 155.83 hours for the online students. This revealed that there was 14.2% (19
hours) increase in time required to teach the online course. Cavanaugh (2005) also reported that
teaching online required higher time commitment. Cavanaugh (2005) maintained that although
the two courses were the same (one online version, the other face-to-face), and the number of
students in the online course was lower (13) than the students in the traditional section (38), time
commitment requirement of the online course was higher than face-to-face. The online course
took 155 hours in total, whereas the traditional version took 62 hours. Cavanaugh explained that
the high time commitment was not related to technology per se.
Activities Requiring More Time
A deeper analysis into the findings revealed what activities caused time increase in
teaching online. The activities were categorized as course planning and preparation,
communication, and assessment and evaluation.
Faculty in several studies reported to spend more time planning and preparing their
online courses (Akdemir, 2008; Arinto, 2013; Bair & Bair, 2011; Cavanaugh, 2005; Chiasson,
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Terras, & Smart, 2015; Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002; Conceiçăo, 2006; Fish & Gill, 2009;
Gonzalez, 2009; Grosse, 2004; Hsieh, 2010; McKenzie, Mims, Bennet, & Waugh, 2000; Meyer,
2012; Pachnowski & Jurczyk, 2003; Ward, Peters, & Shelley, 2010). Christianson, Tiene, & Luft
(2002) found that time spent on planning a Web course was significantly higher than planning a
face-to-face course, and more than 80% of the faculty spent more than 30 hours on planning a
Web course, whereas for the face-to-face course, less than 50% of the same faculty reported to
spend this much time. Cavanaugh (2005) reported that although the online course was offered
before, the instructor still spent ample time to contact the students, update the course in terms of,
for instance, course content, syllabus, and due dates. Therefore, the instructor spent more time to
prepare the online course in contrast to face-to-face version (36 hours for online versus 3 hours
for face-to-face version). Akdemir (2008) claimed that the faculty spent more time planning,
designing and developing an online course as well as defining their teaching strategies so that
they could guarantee course quality. Conceiçăo (2006) also reported that faculty spent more time
to create their online courses as it included tasks like organizing the content, presentation of the
content in a way that appeals to various learning styles, and creating lectures before the course is
open to students. Similarly, faculty in Gonzalez (2009) indicated that they spent a lot of time
planning and developing their online courses. One faculty, Paul, stated “It takes about at least
two months. Because it is not only about selecting some articles, but preparing tasks as well and
I have to think in that carefully” (p. 308). Another faculty agreed that designing online courses
required more time commitment, but did not think the university recognized it. In another study
by McKenzie, Mims, Bennet, and Waugh (2000), 76% of the faculty reported spending more
time to prepare and teach WebCT courses than traditional courses, and claimed to spend between
4 and 6 hours to prepare a WebCT course. Arinto (2013) stated that it was time consuming for
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the faculty to choose resources and evaluating materials. Arinto added that since the web
resources were not specifically created for educational contexts, the faculty had to spend more
time to prepare guidelines for the students so that they could benefit from these resources.
Another interesting finding was in Pachnowski and Jurczyk (2003) which reported that even
after teaching the course three semesters, 30% of the faculty still maintained that 10 to 20 hours
would still be necessary for preparation of the online course. They also added that despite the
level of experience teaching the same course, the faculty still showed interest in training, and the
faculty teaching asynchronous courses still spend more time on training. Although Meyer (2012)
reported that there was no agreement as to whether teaching online took more time or less, they
all agreed that it took more time to prepare an online course than to prepare a face-to-face course.
One faculty expressed why it was time-consuming as follows:
I’ve put some more time and thought and energy into designing the courses and more
work into updating the shell . . . . In an on-campus course, you just change the date on the
syllabus and you walk in and teach. So I think my own productivity and the time I spent
on teaching has increased; it’s more than what I spend on on-campus classes. (p.45)
Several studies also reported that interactions with online students required most
additional time (Bair & Bair, 2011; Britt, 2006; Cavanaugh, 2005; Christianson, Tiene, & Luft,
2002; Haber & Mills, 2008; Huang & Hsiao, 2012; McKenzie, Mims, Bennet, & Waugh, 2000;
Spector, 2005; Tomei, 2006). Conceiçăo (2006) explained that it was important for the faculty to
interact with students to reply e-mails, provide responses in the course forums; provide
clarification, feedback, and grade students’ work so that they could create an environment where
students felt they interacted with real people. McKenzie, Mims, Bennet, and Waugh (2000) also
found that the time allotted for interacting with online students varied between 1-3 hours and 1383

15 hours from week to week. 52% of the faculty reported to spend 1-3 hours on interacting with
their online students. Interactions with the students encompassed e-mail exchanges, chat rooms,
telephone calls, and discussion board activities. Cavanaugh (2005) claimed that the greater time
commitment in the online version stemmed largely from communication with students and
individualized instruction. 30 hours were spent on the phone trying to help students both at work
and at home. Although there was low participation in the discussion groups and chat rooms as
the two were not part of the course requirements, the instructor spent 7 hours in total asking and
answering questions, monitoring student work and replying their questions. In addition, the
instructor spent 44 hours in office to meet his online students face-to-face. The number of online
students during the office hours was a lot more than face-to-face students. The faculty spent only
32 hours for the face-to-face students in total during his office hours. Another faculty in Akdemir
(2008) explained that s/he was always on the course site, reading and replying e-mails,
monitoring discussions almost at any time during the day so that students did not have to wait for
a reply, and it was very tiring to do it seven days a week. Both Haber & Mills (2008) and Huang
and Hsiao (2012) reported e-mail and discussions as taking more time. One faculty in Haber and
Mills (2008) illustrated the concern as follows:
“Ten years ago, say, I taught a class in statistics. I walked in, I lectured and I left—three
days a week. Maybe two or three people came to my office... Now if you have e-mail, if
you don’t check into your account on a daily basis, it is onslaught.” p. 276
Despite their likes of online teaching, one faculty in Huang and Hsiao (2012) stated that if you
discussed one assigned chapter in class, it would take an hour or so; however, in the online
courses, it took many hours. The participant also complained about hours of having to type in the
online courses. Both Bair and Bair (2011) and Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp (2007) also
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indicated that the faculty encountered the difficulty of time providing feedback to all individuals
in their discussion board activities so that they could stay connected, and not feel unsupported. In
Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp (2007), it was very difficult for the faculty because the number
of students was large, and the faculty had to visit the discussions more often even when they
were at home. Therefore, they had to change their strategy, put the students into small groups to
encourage peer feedback, and eventually they ended up providing overall feedback. Another
faculty, Kate, in Conceiçăo (2006), contended that students read a few posts, but she had to read
everybody’s posts and comments, which led to higher level of engagement and more workload.
To illustrate this, one faculty, in Grosse (2004), had to read 300 posts in just six discussions.
Another faculty in Meyer (2012) also reported to spend a lot of time for the discussion board
activities, and indicated making around 15 to 20 posts a week. Tomei (2006) estimated the total
amount of time required to read and respond to each student’s discussion post, and found that an
average of 14 minutes was needed. Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, & Gatenby (2014) also indicated
that faculty perceived having to read and grade students’ posts as a major challenge. Faculty, in
Huang and Hsiao (2012), recognized advantages of e-mail; however, they also felt overwhelmed
due to the number of e-mail exchanges. Similarly, Britt (2006) also reported that 45 % of the
faculty listed responding to e-mails as taking too much time. Spector (2005) showed that e-mails
took more of faculty time, and it was not as efficient as discussions or chat sessions. Tomei
(2006) also found that the time spent on the email exchanges with the online students for
counselling and advisement added up to 40.43 hours, which meant 16.3% more time as
compared to traditional students who received face-to-face counselling and advisement (34.75
hours in total). Cavanaugh (2005) also added that the faculty spent 3 hours for the final tasks,
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one of which was e-mailing students to thank them, and reminding them to enroll the follow-up
course if they were interested.
Spector (2005) informed that it was not clear whether chat sessions demanded more time
or not, but it was found to be more efficient than e-mail. There were three chat sessions, and in
total, faculty spent an average of 110 minutes per session.
Some studies informed that assessment and evaluation of online students’ works took
more time than traditional classroom students (Arinto, 2013; Boerema, Stanley, & Westhorp,
2007; Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002; Conceiçăo , 2006; Grosse, 2004; Smidt, McDyre,
Bunk, Li, & Gatenby, 2014; Tomei, 2006). Arinto (2013) claimed that it was difficult for the
faculty to create various quality assessment tools; give individual feedback; keep track of
students’ work, and provide equity and fairness. Faculty in Grosse (2004) found planning
assignments, mini tests, and preparing guidelines for grading took a lot of time. Boerema,
Stanley, and Westhorp (2007) also reported they spent a lot of time grading students’
assignment. Since the faculty they could not grade long assignments on computers, they
downloaded, named and printed students’ assignments. Then, they had to copy the feedback onto
electronic versions, so that students could get feedback and grades, which turned out to be time
consuming as well as inefficient. The next time, they had to grade and give feedback online;
however, it was still difficult for them as they had to deal with a large number students’
assignments. The participating faculty in Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, and Gatenby (2014) reported
that having to read and grade online students’ discussions posed a challenge and required a lot of
time.
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Technology
Findings also revealed that trying to learn the technology and teach how to use it caused
additional time demand. Grosse(2004) found that trying to learn how to use various types of
technology such as break out rooms required additional time commitment. Bair and Bair (2011)
also stated that they had to educate the students about how to use the school technology such as
the learning management system and the electronic databases of the university library, which
meant spending additional time. Wilson (2001) demonstrated that in addition to course material
preparation time, faculty also perceived that the time they spent attending technical training (M=
3.67, SD= 1.25) as a barrier. Two faculty members in Marek (2009) also complained that time
was a major issue, and one faculty illustrated the case with the desire to learn about the
technologies for online education, but not having time because of too many responsibilities was
an inhibiting factor.
Teaching Online: Controversial Findings
Although some studies reported that teaching online took more time, there were also
studies reporting that teaching online did not take more time (Bender, Wood, & Vredevoogd,
2004; DiBiase 2000; Hislop & Ellis, 2004; Thompson, 2004; Van de Vord & Pogue, 2012).
DiBiase (2000) explained that the only difference between the two was due to the fact that
distance courses needed attention more than face-to-face courses; otherwise, there was no
difference in either teaching or maintenance. He reported that the face-to-face course took 260
hours to teach, whereas the distance course took only 190 hours. Likewise, Van de Vord and
Pogue (2012) explained that the instructors spent 13.35 and 100.07 minutes teaching and
interacting with face-to-face students; on the other hand, it varied from 16.67 to 37.67 in the
online courses. They also added that some online activities required more time per student. For
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instance, grading and giving feedback ranged from 5 to 49.41 minutes per face-to-face student,
and 38 to 49.36 minutes per online student. In addition, time spent on providing technical
support was higher in the online sections. An average of 1.21 minutes per online student and .00
minutes per traditional student were reported to be exerted. Hislop and Ellis (2004) stated that
737 hours were spent on the online sections; however, teaching the comparable face-to-face
courses took 814 hours. Despite the difference in the total amount of time, considering the
average amount of time spent per student, it was found that exerted time per student in the online
sections was slightly higher (6.26 hours) than the student in face-to-face sections (6.17).
Thompson (2004) reported that teaching online did not require more time than teaching
traditional classes. However, several interruptions such as replying student e-mails on a daily
basis led the faculty time to be divided into several segments, and the faculty did not to have
uninterrupted quality time for their research and professional work, which likely caused the
perception that teaching online took more time. Moreover, Bender, Wood, and Vredevoogd
(2004) pointed out that teaching an online course took less time when student enrollment and
assessment were not included. However, they also maintained when the two were added, online
courses took more faculty time than the traditional courses. Faculty spent 3.18 hours per student
in the online courses, and 0.67 hours per face-to-face student. Moreover, Tomei (2006) found
that online student assessment took less time than face-to-face students with a variance of 7.6%.
For online students, assessment took 56.22 hours, whereas it took 44.0 hours for the traditional
students. Faculty in Meyer (2012) reported different perspectives as to whether teaching online
took more time or less. Some faculty reported it more time to teach, whereas some found it took
less time. Meyer attained it to choices, preferences and experiences of the faculty, which might
lead the faculty whether or not to participate in time consuming activities such as discussions.
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Some faculty spent more time participating in discussions and some preferred not to do so.
Meyer reported that the experienced faculty abstained from participating in the discussions for
the fear that students may not continue to discuss further as the expert already made the point.
The faculty member explained that there were office hours and an area created online for general
questions so the students could always get help. The less experienced one, on the other hand,
expressed always being online and that teaching online took a lot of time. The faculty spent a lot
of time taking active part in the discussions, and posting between 15 and 20 times a week.
However, Akdemir (2008) indicated that it did not matter whether the course was offered before
or not, the faculty would still spend more time teaching the online course than the face-to-face
courses.
Course Planning, Designing, Implementation and Faculty Roles
The third category in this systematic literature review was online course planning,
designing and implementation, and the roles the faculty enacted. A total of 29 studies reported on
course planning, designing, implementation and faculty roles. Twenty-two of these studies were
qualitative; six were mixed methods and one quantitative. Among the 22 qualitative studies,
thirteen used only interviews as their data source. Three other studies used interviews with some
other data sources such as course reviews and web sites, blogs and researcher notes, observations
and examination of course artifacts. One other study used reflective conversations, two used
focus groups and follow-up interviews, and another one used only discussion posts. Four of the
mixed methods studies used surveys with open-ended questions (OEQs), and one used surveys as
well as interviews and course website reviews, and another one used survey and a group panel to
gather data. The only quantitative study used survey.
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The analysis of the findings yielded three major categories as planning and designing an
online course, implementation, and faculty roles. Each of these major themes were examined in
detail, and illustrated in the following sections.
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Table 13 Distribution of Course Planning and Designing, Facilitating Learning and Faculty Roles with respect to Research
Studies, Research Design, Data Source and Sample Size
Author(s)

Research Design

Data Source(s))

Sample Size

Major Themes
Facilitating learning

Arinto (2013)
Bailey & Card (2009)
Baran, Correira, & Thompson
(2013)
Barberà, Layne, & Gunawardena
(2014)
Boerema, Stanley, & Westhorp
(2007)
Chang, Shen, & Liu (2014)
Chiasson, Terras, & Smart (2015)

Qualitative
Qualitative
Qualitative

Interviews
Interviews
Interviews

10
15
6

Planning & designing an
online course
X
X
X

Qualitative

Interviews

19

X

Qualitative

Reflective conversations

3? 2?

X

X

Quantitative
Qualitative

Survey
Interviews

106
10

X

X

X
X

Christianson, Tiene, & Luft (2002)

Mixed Methods

171

X

X

X

Conceiçăo (2006)
Coppola, Hiltz, & Rotter (2002)

Qualitative
Qualitative

Survey,
8 Interviews, and reviews of
course Web sites
interviews
Interviews

Fish & Gill (2009)
Gautreau, Street, & Glaeser (2008)
Grosse (2004)
Hsieh (2010)
Huang & Hsiao (2012)
Kanuka, Collett, & Caswell (2002)
Lewis & Abdul-Hamid (2006)
Meyer (2012)

Mixed Methods
Mixed Methods
Qualitative
Qualitative
Qualitative
Qualitative
Qualitative
Qualitative

87
8
6
11
16
12
30
10

Morris, Xu, & Finnegan (2005)

Qualitative

Nkonge & Gueldenzoph (2006)

Qualitative

Park & Bonk (2007)
Regan, et al., (2012)
Ryan, Carlton, & Ali (2004)
Santilli & Beck (2005)
Siedlaczek (2004)

Qualitative
Qualitative
Qualitative
Mixed Methods
Qualitative

Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, &
Gatenby (2014)
Smith, Ferguson, & Caris (2002)
Williams (2003)
Young, Cantrell, & Shaw (2001)

Qualitative

Survey + OEQs
Survey + OEQs
interviews
interviews
interviews
interviews
Interviews
In-depth interviews, a web-based
blog, researcher notes
Interviews + Archived online
courses
Interviews, observations,
examination of course artifacts
Interviews
Focus Groups, Observation Notes
Focus Group Interviews
Survey + OEQs
Focus Group &
Follow-up Interviews
Discussion posts

Qualitative
Mixed Methods
Mixed Methods

interviews
Survey, Group panel
Survey + OEQs
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10
20

Faculty roles

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X

X

X

13

X

8

X

X
X

5
6
19
47
5

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X

21

X

X

X

21
15
104

X

X

X

X

X
X

Planning and Designing an Online Course
When the findings of the studies were analyzed, it became clear that several strategies the
faculty members referred to while they planned and designed an online course revolved around
the themes setting the goals and objectives of the course, gathering content-related resources,
structuring the course content, designing activities, defining assessment methods and selecting
the technology.
Table 14. Distribution of Themes For Planning And Designing An Online Course with respect to
Research Studies
Authors

Themes Planning and Designing an online course
Setting the course
goals and
objectives

Arinto (2013)
Bailey & Card (2009)
Baran, Correira, &
Thompson (2013)
Barberà, Layne, &
Gunawardena (2014)
Boerema, Stanley, &
Westhorp (2007)
Chiasson, Terras, &
Smart (2015)
Christianson, Tiene, &
Luft (2002)
Fish & Gill (2009)
Gautreau, Street, &
Glaeser (2008)
Grosse (2004)
Hsieh (2010)
Huang & Hsiao (2012)
Lewis & Abdul-Hamid
(2006)
Park & Bonk (2007)
Regan, et al., (2012)
Ryan, Carlton, & Ali
(2004)
Santilli & Beck (2005)
Siedlaczek (2004)
Smidt, McDyre, Bunk,
Li, & Gatenby (2014)
Smith, Ferguson, & Caris
(2002)
Young, Cantrell, & Shaw
(2001)

Gathering and
developing the
content-related
materials
X

Structuring the
content

X

X

Designing the
course activities

Designing
assessment

Considering the
technology

X

X

X

X

X
X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X
X

X

X

X
X

X
X
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Setting the Course Goals and Objectives
Regan et al., (2012) pointed out that the participating faculty suggested focusing on goals
and objectives of the course, and thriving to see how they could attain them. This would help
them regulate the feeling of stress. When the faculty reported on planning the online course, they
agreed that the goals and objectives of both face-to-face and online were similar so they could be
adopted from face-to-face courses (Bailey & Card, 2009; Chiasson, Terras, & Smart 2015;
Siedlaczek, 2004; Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, & Gatenby, 2014). However, the faculty in
Siedlaczek (2004) also advocated that an additional goal in the online course would be to use the
affordances of the technology to be able to effectively communicate with the students.
Gathering and Developing the Content-Related Materials
Faculty, in general, used and suggested using a wide variety of materials. The list of
materials described in the studies included case studies (Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002; Fish
& Gill, 2009), files (e.g., audio or text files) (Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002; Huang & Hsiao,
2012; Santilli & Beck, 2005; Siedlaczek, 2004; Young, Cantrell, & Shaw, 2001), examples
(Gautreau, Street, & Glaeser, 2008), inviting guest speakers (Baran, Correira, & Thompson,
2013; Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006; Park & Bonk, 2007; Ryan, Carlton, & Ali, 2004; Smith,
Ferguson, & Caris, 2002), illustrations (Gautreau, Street, & Glaeser, 2008; Siedlaczek, 2004),
links to internet pages (Ryan, Carlton, & Ali, 2004; Smith, Ferguson, & Caris, 2002), interactive
exercises (Siedlaczek, 2004), lectures (Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002; Fish & Gill, 2009,
Smith, Ferguson, & Caris, 2002), slide shows (e.g., PowerPoint Presentations) (Grosse, 2004;
Ryan, Carlton, & Ali, 2004; Young, Cantrell, & Shaw, 2001), research (Fish & Gill, 2009), text
(Siedlaczek, 2004), videos (Baran, Correira, & Thompson, 2013; Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Lewis &
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Abdul-Hamid, 2006; Ryan, Carlton, & Ali, 2004; Siedlaczek, 2004; Young, Cantrell, & Shaw,
2001).
Faculty in Arinto (2013) emphasized that the materials used should be motivating,
relevant and possibly useable even in the students’ work places. Although lectures were
referenced to as course materials in three studies (Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002; Fish & Gill,
2009, Smith, Ferguson, & Caris, 2002), faculty in Christianson, Tiene, and Luft (2002) reported
that lectures were not effective for online teaching.
Structuring the Content
Faculty reported that in order to compensate the lack of face-to-face meetings, visual cues
and body language, the course needs to be structured really well in order to avoid
misunderstandings. Baran, Corriera, and Thompson (2013) suggested that the faculty should map
the course, and outline it. Christianson, Tiene, and Luft (2002) advised creating a well-structured
course in order to help students not to get confused and fall behind their classmates. Therefore,
they emphasized that everything had to be written clearly and detailed. The course requirements,
expectations and due dates had to be defined very clearly as in the online courses they did not see
each other and were not able to provide immediate help just as in face-to-face courses. Gautreau,
Street, and Glaeser (2008) recommended establishing strong links between the topics. One
faculty from UK in Hsieh (2010) stated that the faculty put in a lot of effort to make the course as
clear and simple as possible so that students understood what they were required to do. Another
faculty from US in Hsieh (2010) claimed that the faculty attempted to ensure the course was
structured in ways that it provided more intellectual interaction opportunities. Lewis and AbdulHamid (2006) reported that the faculty advocated having all the materials including deliverables
structured, and made available to the students as soon as the course was published.
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To structure the content, some faculty recommended chunking the content into small
units so that it could be easier to manage (Baran, Correira, & Thompson, 2013, Smith, Ferguson,
& Caris, 2002). Faculty in Smith, Ferguson, and Caris (2002) shared that if the courses were
converted from face-to-face, the faculty members had to analyze the course materials, and see in
what directions it could be chunked logically. One faculty member explained how the faculty
had to re-consider the course materials to make it easy for the students to comprehend:
The web course was interesting to develop because it required that I break down pieces of
information into small parts and sequence each part in such a way as to make sense to
someone who is reading the information on line. Wrestling with how and what to link to
what presented many challenges that were good for me. I really had to think about the
course and the nature of how it was presented to students. (p. 65)
While structuring the course content, there should also be some room left for modifications as
faculty in Baran, Corriera, and Thompson (2013) and Chiasson, Terras, and Smart (2015)
emphasized the flexibility in the course structure would allow the instructor the opportunity to
make modifications based on student feedback.
Designing the Course Activities
When analyzing the online course activities, it was realized that faculty tried to create
various different activities. Siedlaczek (2004) reported that the faculty perceived the course
activities as the most important part of the online course. Because of the impersonal nature of the
environment with no visual cues or face-to-face interaction, the faculty could only understand if
their students understood the content or not through the assignments. Siedlaczek (2004) also
indicated that the faculty agreed on providing various activities, constantly reviewing the course
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to determine whether there was a need for some other content to be included. One faculty in
Arinto (2013) using many activities explained that the variety of activities was important to
motivate students and enhance their learning. It was also necessary to ensure more student
involvement as well as more student responsibility in the online learning process. Barberà,
Layne, and Gunawardena (2014) reported that faculty in three different countries, USA,
Venezuela and Spain teaching engineering, education and business, used a variety of activities to
provide opportunities for students to develop different competencies. Boerema, Stanley, and
Westhorp (2007) shared that it was essential to create an engaging course. To achieve this aim,
the faculty selected the course activities carefully by making sure they were of right challenge,
not overwhelming or unattainable. The activities also had to be relevant in terms of applicability
in future practice. They wanted to have learning experience as well as problem solving.
Therefore, the activities included synthesizing what the students learnt from a variety of sources
either by individual participation in whole class discussions or group discussions.
Although the faculty in Christianson, Tiene, and Luft (2002) perceived the individual
work to be best for online teaching and some faculty in Barberà, Layne, and Gunawardena
(2014) designed more individual activities, faculty in general in several studies agreed on
creating collaborative activities so that students could socialize with each other, share their
experiences, give feedback to each other and help complete the activities, as a result of which a
learning community could be established. Several faculty in Barberà, Layne, and Gunawardena
(2014) deigned a wide variety of activities both individual and collaborative in order to help
students develop competencies such as content knowledge, critical thinking and problemsolving. In Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp (2007), faculty shared that in addition to knowing
that their students collaborated in other courses and their desire to continue this, they wanted to
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create an environment where students worked together, socialized, and contributed to each
other’s personal growth. Therefore, in each activity they created they required students to give
their ideas as well as giving feedback to their peers. Gautreau, Street, and Glaeser (2008) also
recommended encouraging active learning so designing collaborative activities were seen
important. These activities could be discussion forums where students could share their ideas and
experiences. The students could discuss issues that could encourage active involvement and
engagement. They pointed out that the issues to be discussed should be challenging, related to
the assigned reading materials, and relevant to students’ interests. For group projects, the faculty
also emphasized that students should be given a wide variety of topics to pick for their projects
so that the instructor could ensure reaching out to students with diverse backgrounds.
The faculty in Regan et al. (2012) recommended using group activities, using online polls
during synchronous sessions, discussion board or twitter activities in asynchronous courses.
They also advised to incorporate extra-curricular activities with students for interaction and
communication. These activities could include “face-to-face get-togethers, reunions,
synchronous office hours, phone conferences, check-in emails, instructor-to-student chats about
unrelated class topics, and ‘coffee talk’ interactions” (p. 209).
Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, and Gatenby (2014) recommended reducing the number of
discussion board activities with large number of students in order to decrease workload. They
recommended having small group discussion board activities instead and including non-graded
whole class discussions. They also advocated the use of group work such as group writing using
wiki.
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Gautreau, Street, and Glaeser (2008) recommended designing clear guidelines outlining
the interaction with the faculty and peers. Park and Bonk (2007) also recommended creating
detailed guidelines setting the rules for synchronous discussion sessions and enabling access to
the materials to be discussed prior to the discussions.
Designing Assessment
The strategies the faculty used to assess students’ performance demonstrated that in
addition to the tests, the faculty members preferred to use different assessment methods such as
course activities and assignments. The faculty in Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp (2007)
maintained that in addition to providing relevant, interesting and realistic topics and activities, if
the activities were graded, students would be more motivated to complete them. They structured
the activities in a way that the feedback and assessment rounds the faculty provided helped
students to develop their final assignment. Siedlaczek (2004) reported that assignments were
crucial to understand how much the students comprehended the topic; therefore, it was important
to assess more than just how much the students understood the facts, but the depth of their
understanding. One faculty from US in Hsieh (2010) stated that the grading was mostly about the
depth of the students’ engagement in the discussions and projects. Similarly, another
participating faculty from Taiwan stated that grading was based on students’ engagement in
whole class or group discussions as well as the papers they submitted. The faculty preferred not
to use tests often to evaluate students’ performance. Christianson, Tiene, and Luft (2002)
reported that the faculty claimed that the most suitable assessment methods were papers and
projects, and they ranked the objective tests the lowest among the methods they implemented. In
Smith, Ferguson, and Caris (2002), the faculty preferred to have a higher percentage allotted for
discussions because the faculty put forth that as the discussions were archived, they had access to
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discussion activities permanently so they could more objectively evaluate them both in terms of
quantity and quality.
Similar to faculty in other studies, the faculty members in Arinto (2013) reported that the
tests were not the only tools used to assess students’ performance. Three members were able to
adopt various assessment formats in the online environment. One other faculty member used
more holistic approach when assessing student performance through both formative and
summative assessments.
Gautreau, Street, and Glaeser (2008) advised to use rubrics, and to give prompt feedback.
The feedback should include the strengths as well as areas needing to be improved.
Considering the Technology
Analysis of the research findings also demonstrated that the faculty also talked about
their experiences with the technology while they designed their online courses. The themes
emerging from the findings nested under knowledge of the host LMS, selecting technology tools
and resolving likely technology problems.
It was found that having thorough knowledge about the platform where the course would
be hosted was very important. One faculty member in Arinto (2013) reported having explored
the LMS to be able to use all the affordances to better structure the course. Similarly, the faculty
in Siedlaczek (2004) emphasized it was important to utilize the online platform to its utmost
capabilities in order to be able to serve the needs of diverse students.
As for the technology tools selection for the course, it was important that the faculty
consider technology requirements and affordances. For instance, the faculty in Park and Bonk
(2007) suggested considering the internet speed required to conduct the synchronous sessions,
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and picking the tools accordingly. Moreover, Regan et al. (2004) advised to be aware of the
equipment needed and to make sure they align with the faculty’s pedagogical strategies. For
example, faculty in Chiasson, Terras, and Smart (2015) reported that they contacted an
instructional designer and got help to design their courses using appropriate technology aligning
with their teaching philosophies. Similarly, most of the faculty members, Christianson, Tiene,
and Luft (2002), reported to have received technical support while they designed their online
courses.
When selecting the technology pieces, it was also important to take into consideration the
online students. Faculty in Siedlaczek (2004) suggested considering what technology would be
most effective when communicating with the online students. In Gautreau, Street, and Glaeser
(2008), faculty agreed that it was important to provide a variety of sources to help students to use
technology effectively such as tutorials, links to useful resources and detailed instructions. In
another study, Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, and Gatenby (2014), the participating faculty advised
allowing students to use various technology pieces to provide opportunities for students with
diverse backgrounds to demonstrate their performance.
Lastly, it was advised that the possible technology problems to be considered and
resolved before the semester started (Young, Cantrell, & Shaw, 2001).
Implementation
Several studies reported the challenge of lack of face-to-face interaction which meant not
having audio-visual clues and immediate responses while teaching in the online environment
(Bailey & Card, 2009; Baran, Correira, & Thompson, 2013; Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Lewis &
Abdul-Hamid, 2006; Nkonge & Gueldenzoph, 2006; Park & Bonk, 2007; Regan et al., 2012;
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Siedlaczek, 2004; Young, Cantrell, & Shaw, 2001). In order to compensate this lack, faculty
used different strategies to enhance interaction. While they attempted to implement these
strategies to improve interaction, they utilized several tools to accomplish their goal. The
strategies cited were analyzed from the research studies and grouped according to Moore’s
(1983) Three Types of Interaction (teacher-learner, learner-learner, and learner-content
interaction) framework. To better describe how the strategies were implemented, the tools
referred to as used are also listed.
Learner-Instructor Interaction
The first interaction in Moore’s three types of interaction framework was teacher-learner
interaction. The faculty used a variety of strategies to establish a strong interaction between the
faculty and the learners. Analysis of these strategies yielded five sub-themes. The sub-themes
emerging in this category were resolving issues, giving timely feedback, using reminders,
creating a friendly atmosphere, and preparing students for a successful learning experience. The
tools used varied from e-mail, discussions to chat rooms (see Table 15).
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Table 15. Distribution of Sub-Themes for Teacher-Learner Interaction with respect to Studies
Author(s)

Learning
Environment

Issue &
tools

Bailey &
Card (2009)

online

X=YES
Tools if
used

Baran,
Correira, &
Thompson
(2013)

asynchronous
/ synchronous

X=YES
Tools if
used

Boerema,
Stanley, &
Westhorp
(2007)
Chiasson,
Terras, &
Smart (2015)
Conceiçăo
(2006)

Online

X=YES
Tools if
used

asynchronous
/ synchronous

X=YES
Tools if
used
X=YES
Tools if
used

Gautreau,
Street, &
Glaeser
(2008)
Hsieh (2010)

online

X=YES
Tools if
used
asynchronous,
blended

X=YES
Tools if
used
X=YES
Tools if
used

Resolving
issues
X
e-mail,
discussion
boards
X
discussion
boards, email, online
office,
recordings,
telephones,

Strategies used to improve teacher-learner interaction
Giving timely
Using
Creating a
Preparing students
substantive
Reminders
friendly
for a successful
feedback
atmosphere
learning experience
X
X

X
videos

X
chat rooms,
synchronous
video
conference
tool, videos,
pictures

X
electronic
submissions
X

X

X
course site

X
online office

X

Huang &
Hsiao (2012)

asynchronous
/ synchronous

X
chat rooms,
e-mail,
online office
X
discussion
boards,
recording

Lewis &
AbdulHamid
(2006)

online

X=YES
Tools if
used

Meyer
(2012)

online

X
online office

Nukenge &
Gueldenzoph
(2006)
Park &
Bonk, 2007

online

synchronous

X=YES
Tools if
used
X=YES
Tools if
used
X=YES

Regan, et al.,
(2012)

asynchronous,
synchronous,
hybrid

X=YES
Tools if
used

X
online office,
telephone

Santilli &
Beck (2005)

WebCT
asynchronous

X=YES
Tools if
used

X
chat rooms,
discussion
board, email,

Siedlaczek
(2004)

online

X=YES
Tools if
used

X
announcements,
course site, email
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
e-mail
X
synchronous
conference tool

X
course site,
discussion
boards , voice
technology

X
e-mail

X

X

X

X

X
synchronous
conference tool
X
chats,
synchronous
conference tool

X

X

X
pictures,
messages
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X
synchronous
conference tool
X

Table 15. (Continued)
Authors

Smidt,
McDyre,
Bunk, Li,
& Gatenby,
(2014)
Smith,
Ferguson,
& Caris
(2002)
Young,
Cantrell, &
Shaw
(2001)

Learning
Environment

Issue &
tools

online

X=YES
Tools if
used

asynchronous

X=YES
Tools if
used

asynchronous

X=YES
Tools if
used

Resolving
issues

Strategies used to improve teacher-learner interaction
Giving timely
Using
Creating a
substantive
Reminders
friendly
feedback
atmosphere
X
pictures

X
Chat rooms

X

Preparing students
for a successful
learning experience
X

X

Resolving Issues
Resolving issues was the first sub-theme and faculty interaction with students could be
enhanced by responding to students’ questions as soon as possible (Bailey & Card, 2009; Baran,
Correira, & Thompson, 2013; Conceiçăo, 2006; Gautreau, Street, & Glaeser, 2008; Lewis &
Abdul-Hamid, 2006; Park & Bonk, 2007; Regan, et al., 2012, Santilli & Beck, 2005; Smith,
Ferguson, & Caris, 2002). The faculty in Bailey and Card (2009) suggested checking e-mails
frequently, and responding to students’ questions would help to engage students. One faculty
described how the instructor should be on top of the students’ questions and respond to them
promptly saying, “you have to be willing to get on that site every single day, at minimum,
probably twice a day ideally, to answer those students’ e-mails.’ (p. 154).
Baran, Correira and Thompson (2013), Bailey and Card (2009) and Santilli and Beck
(2005) used e-mail (individual and group e-mail) and discussion boards to respond to questions.
Baran, Correira and Thompson (2013) and Regan et al., (2012) reported that the faculty even
used telephones to solve problems promptly. Four of the six faculty members in Baran, Correira
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and Thompson (2013) allowed students to have appointments to have a call session; however,
the other two preferred to call their students to solve the problems immediately. Faculty agreed
on the timeliness of the responses to students’ questions. One faculty, Justin, described what
immediate response meant for him and the students:
It is just like in face-to-face, there are instructors that don’t respond to the students. They
never respond. That’s just extremely frustrating to students. So you have to be responsive
even if it’s a two-sentence e-mail. I got your e-mail, I will talk about this in class on
Thursday. You got to be responsive to students because they deserve an answer just like
face-to-face students do. So when you teach online, you think about their questions
online are as valuable as the ones have in the class. (p. 29)
Another strategy the faculty used to resolve emerging issues was using online office
hours (Baran, Correira, & Thompson, 2013; Gautreau, Street, & Glaeser, 2008, Huang & Hsiao,
2012; Meyer, 2012; Regan et al., 2012). Four of the six faculty members in Baran, Correira, and
Thompson (2013) reported that they had online office hours set up using online conferencing
tools once every week so that they could have their students’ questions and help them. They also
informed that they recorded their conversations and shared them with other students who were
unable to attend the meeting. Faculty in Huang and Hsiao (2012) also set up online office hours;
however, they reported that the online office (the discussion board) and the chats were not much
used by the students. They claimed the students largely preferred to use e-mail exchanges
instead. Similarly, faculty in Santilli and Beck (2005) reported that the chats were less frequently
used as compared to e-mail and discussion boards. However, 47 % of the faculty in Young,
Cantrell, and Shaw (2001) reported to use chat rooms to communicate with their students.
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Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006) recommended that the faculty should keep record of
frequently asked questions and their responses so that they can easily and promptly reply to
students’ questions. Some faculty also suggested using voice technology to record responses, and
sending them to the students. Another faculty added that students were allowed to ask their
questions in each discussion, and the faculty provided explanations within that area. One faculty,
similar to another faculty in Conceiçăo (2006), also mentioned frequent visits to the course site
would help to answer questions quickly.
Giving Timely Substantive Feedback
Giving timely and substantive feedback also echoed in the findings as a strategy for
interacting with students and communicating their progress with them (Bailey & Card, 2009;
Baran, Correira, & Thompson, 2013; Boerema, Stanley, & Westhorp, 2007; Conceiçăo, 2006;
Gautreau, Street, & Glaeser, 2008; Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006, Park & Bonk, 2007; Regan, et
al., 2012; Siedlaczek, 2004). Faculty in Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006) pointed out that
feedback was essential and was provided for many reasons such as students’ contributions to the
discussions, their assignments or to motivate students. The feedback was given to all students
individually as well as whole class at every step of the course. It was also stated that the
feedback was largely given to explain what criteria the grading was based on and what the
expectations were before the students submitted their work. One faculty member described the
process as:
I have a little matrix on the front end that says this is how I want to see your paper laid
out in general and these are the points I’m allocating to the different sections.... Even
more than helping them focus their efforts, I think it really facilitates an understanding
of where their grade comes from.... So, to the extent that you can show them on the
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front end what your criteria are for the different items you can show them in the paper
where they had failed to meet the standards and students are typically satisfied. (p. 90)
Faculty also reported strategies as to how to deal with giving substantive prompt
feedback as it required a lot of time and effort (Boerema, Stanley, & Westhorp, 2007; Lewis &
Abdul-Hamid, 2006). Faculty in Boerema, Stanley and Westhorp (2007) mentioned the difficulty
of handling large number of submissions, and that downloading, printing, evaluating and resubmitting them to the students and that the whole process took more time and effort so they had
to use the electronic submissions in order to spend less time, and give feedback to students as
soon as possible. Two faculty members (Conceiçăo, 2006; Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006)
recommended visiting the course site as often as possible, and respond to students and give
immediate feedback as quickly as possible. Another faculty member in Lewis and Abdul-Hamid
(2006) mentioned that returning the grades to students within the first 5 days of their submission
with personal feedback worked to keep students proceeding with the upcoming activities in the
course. Some faculty implemented returning feedback on the early submissions even before the
due date to overcome feeling overwhelmed with many submissions and having limited time to
grade them all. They also used voice technology, RealPlayerTM, to give feedback to the students.
Similarly, some faculty in Baran, Correira, and Thompson (2013) utilized videos to provide
students with feedback on their progress. Regan et al, (2012) recommended creating generic
feedback, and using it to deal with the stress caused by time constraints and dealing with large
number of students.
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Reminders
Another strategy the faculty implemented to enhance the interaction between the faculty
and the students was using reminders. Some faculty liked using reminders to connect with their
students, enhance teacher presence, and help students keep going on. One faculty in Lewis and
Abdul-Hamid (2006) sent friendly reminders to students via e-mail to inform them about what
they need to be doing. Faculty also used reminder e-mail to catch up with students not producing
any work. One faculty described the strategy as “[I] try to follow up with them like after 2-3
weeks and [if] I don’t see the person producing or posting anything, I tend to send them an email saying, I noticed that you’re not participating. Is there anything I can do to make it easier
for you?” (p. 91). One faculty in Conceiçăo (2006) created specific area on the course site to
announce course activities. Another faculty used announcements and e-mail to clarify course
activities. Some other faculty in Young, Cantrell, & Shaw, 2001, used reminders to encourage
students and remind them of what their expectations were from the students, and what
responsibilities the students had.
Creating a Friendly Atmosphere
Another main strategy the faculty used to keep students motivated to interact with the
faculty was creating a friendly atmosphere so that students would not feel isolated and the
faculty could offer a more humanized learning experience in the online environment. Faculty in
Gautreau, Street, and Glaeser (2008) agreed that providing a personal and friendly introduction
to the course would help break the ice. They also agreed that having respect for diverse
backgrounds and learning styles were effective strategies. Baran, Correira, and Thompson (2013)
stated that one of the reasons the faculty preferred to use videos was to overcome the challenge
of impersonal nature of the online platform. The faculty expressed that their students could see
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the faculty in the videos, and could watch their body language as they lectured in the videos, and
of course got to know who their professors were.
Other faculty members mentioned how using synchronous conferencing tools helped to
create a friendly atmosphere. Both Huang and Hsiao (2012) and Park and Bonk (2007) asserted
that using synchronous conference sessions were more useful to connect with students, and textbased communication was not very effective. The faculty teaching synchronously in Huang and
Hsiao (2012) reported that using two-way web conferencing was very effective in overcoming
the challenges of not being in the same place, lack of visual cues and lack of body language. The
two-way web conferencing helped the faculty to connect with students on a personal level,
brought them closer and created a comfortable environment as one faculty depicted, “I like we
can connect… I like that… I can see faces and put into names and they can see my face and let
them kind of trust me more, that I am there for them instead of just being in e-mail… you know,
a “face-to-face” connection. I think it is really important for students.” (p. 23). They also
commended that synchronous conferences brought the faculty and the students together by
allowing their students to see the faculty member and their classmates, and allowed the faculty to
show what they needed to see on the screen such as their mistakes. One faculty reflected how
being able to show what the faculty was trying to explain as “It was great. Usually students are
very happy because they can see what I want them to see. They can see their own mistakes, so
easy. I mean communication is more straightforward. There is no barrier between myself and
students.” (p. 23). Similarly, Park and Bonk (2007) maintained that the faculty members were
pleased with having synchronous conference sessions as they were able to provide immediate
feedback. Park and Bonk (2007) explained the benefit using synchronous conferences instead of
text-based as text-based presented limited communication. The faculty commended the
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synchronous conference sessions for providing opportunities to respond to students’ questions
promptly. Faculty in Park & Bonk (2007) listed the questions as the course-related, student
projects, and the technology they were using for their projects. The faculty alleged that they did
not receive any complaints from the students about feeling isolated any more. Park & Bonk
(2007) also maintained that the synchronous conferences helped to create an interactive and
engaging environment. The faculty in Baran, Correira, and Thompson (2013) also listed the
strategies to establish good rapport with students as reinforcing trust with frequent
communication with students, by collecting information about students’ profiles by using
different communication channels such as video conferencing and chats. Faculty in Regan et al.,
(2012) cited several strategies they implemented to establish rapport with their students varying
from “face-to-face get-togethers, reunions, instructor-to-student chats about unrelated class
topics, and “coffee talk” (p. 209). One faculty explained how s/he attempted to know the students
through informal talks with them via Adobe Connect:
I try to do a lot of interaction within the class. So I would put up in Adobe Connect—
what I call “a coffee talk” window and I put question of the day… e.g., Next Wednesday,
when you are not in class, what are you going to be doing?... Whoever wants to respond,
responds. And then I note that [person]. So I always try to identify with them. I try to
have conversations. (p. 209)
Bailey and Card (2009) shared that the faculty recommended having empathy,
willingness and care to help students when teaching online to create a friendly atmosphere.
Faculty recommended allocating time to research the challenging questions students posed and
giving the right answers, instead of saying, “I don’t know.” (p. 154). Faculty in Bailey and Card
(2009) also informed their students about when the faculty would be away so that the students
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would not feel isolated. Another similar example was found in Conceiçăo (2006), one faculty
member, Barbara, created a “reading day,” during which the students knew they would not hear
from their professor, and that they were expected to be doing their own work. Siedlaczek (2004)
reported that the faculty and the students could upload their pictures, and faculty members could
send friendly messages to the students to help get to know each other. Similarly, faculty in
Baran, Correira, and Thompson (2013) and Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, and Gatenby (2014)
recommended uploading photos to discussion boards to help students feel that they were with
real human beings in the course as online environment led students to feel isolated. However, for
faculty in Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li and Gatenby (2014) it was also important that students were
allowed to decide whether or not to upload their images as some students might take online
courses for it provided anonymity. They also suggested that the faculty could ensure a passwordprotected online space so that the students felt their identities and personal information were
protected.
To build a friendly relationship, the faculty also recommended that the language used in
text-based communication should be considered carefully (Bailey & Card, 2009; Hsieh, 2010;
Siedlaczek, 2004). Bailey and Card (2009) reported that the faculty advised to pay attention to
the way they communicated and the words they used. One faculty in Bailey and Card (2009)
explained the importance of having good command of language in order not to leave room for
misunderstandings and to show willingness to help as follows:
“you have to have excellent communication with them, and you have to demonstrate that
you're willing to communicate with them and that you care about them when you're
sending e- mails back and forth, and you have to be careful with your wording so that
they don't take anything the wrong way.” (p. 154)
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Siedlaczek (2004) also emphasized “using invitational, informal, and welcoming language”
would contribute to the faculty attempts to create a friendly atmosphere (p. 9). Faculty even
recommended including social messages in their comments so that students did not feel being
treated like computers, but like human beings.
In Bailey and Card (2009), faculty also stated that it was also important to be flexible, to
have the ability to adapt and maintain an open mind and patience due to possible hurdles
encountered when teaching and learning in online courses specifically due to technology
problems. Similarly, faculty in Chiasson, Terras, and Smart (2015) reported that faculty made at
least one adjustment based on their students’ feedback when they taught their online courses.
Preparing Students for a Successful Online Learning Experience
In fostering a friendly atmosphere and enhancing interaction, the strategies provided also
illuminated the importance of helping students by preparing them for a successful online learning
experience with guidelines, examples and by allowing freedom. Faculty in Park and Bonk (2007)
listed the strategies as creating practice synchronous conferences, and providing the materials to
be discussed in advance. They reported that there was a need to have a practice session using the
synchronous tool (Breeze) because most of the students did not have any experience. They
conducted one face-to-face and three synchronous practice sessions. The other strategies referred
to in the studies were assessment of projects (Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, & Gatenby, 2014),
giving examples or modelling the expected behavior (Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Gautreau, Street, &
Glaeser, 2008), informing students about requirements and expectations (Conceiçăo, 2006;
Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006; Park & Bonk, 2007; Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, & Gatenby, 2014),
giving tips about how to successfully complete assignments (Gautreau, Street, & Glaeser, 2008),
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selecting various interesting topics, and allowing freedom to self-select (Lewis & Abdul-Hamid,
2006), setting students and instructor expectations protocol (Regan, et al., 2012), setting rules
(Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Park & Bonk, 2007), sharing guidelines with students to prepare them
for the activities they were required to complete in the online course (Gautreau, Street, &
Glaeser, 2008; Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006; Park & Bonk, 2007),
sharing rubrics (Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006).
Huang and Hsiao (2012) reported that faculty liked using guidelines, rubrics and
examples to improve the quality of participation when they facilitated the online discussions.
One faculty noted how the guidelines and rubric worked for facilitating student interaction:
With the rubrics… I ask them to respond to each other… I ask them to respond to the
posting… I ask them to back up their responses from a creditable source… and that’s
typically I would give them for credits. The discussion board is not worth the huge
amount of points, but I do want to use that to encourage them to talk to each other. (p. 24)
Another participant described how providing an example worked for the students to feel free,
open up to provide more personal views, and produced a quality discussion:
I discovered… what I ought to do is to post an initial entry on the blog, and I ought to say
something about my personal feelings about the week’s readings… That kinda gave
students permission to… and a model for them… so then they would start talking about
the experiences of coming to the United States, or what was it like… and then other
students would kinda talk about that too… so that becomes very interesting, and that’s
something that’s been so interesting that I’ve been willing to devote more time… to
doing that. (p. 24)
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The faculty also perceived the challenge technology posed to students and its impact on
their interaction with the faculty, peers as well as the course content. Nukenge and Gueldenzoph
(2006) reported that the faculty tried to equip their students with some basic technical skills in
order to help them be part of the class activities. Regan et al., (2012) also recommended
preparing introductory podcasts explain how to use the technology they were going to use in the
online class in order to eliminate student complaints about the technology hiccups and putting
the blame on the instructor. Similarly, in Young, Cantrell, and Shaw (2001), faculty reported
students’ not having the necessary technical skills such as not being able to search websites and
e-mail attachments. Therefore, one faculty recommended preparing detailed guidelines with
examples and sharing it with the students at the beginning of the semester. The faculty members
also advised online instructors to consider their own technology competence, the equipment and
the resources they had prior to start teaching online courses.
Learner-Learner Interaction
The second interaction pattern used to categorize the research findings was learnerlearner interaction. In order to enhance learner-learner interaction, the faculty recommended
using different activities using available technology tools to create a sense of community and
synergy similar to what they had in face-to-face environments. The emerging sub-themes were
creating an introductory activity and collaborative activities: whole class discussions, group
work and faculty participation in discussions. The tools used to implement these strategies varied
from blogs, break out rooms, chats to wikis (see Table 16).
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Table 16. Distribution of Themes for Learner-Learner Interaction with respect ro Research
Studies
Authors

Learning
Environment

Issue &
tools

Bailey &
Card (2009)
Baran,
Correira, &
Thompson
(2013)

online

Boerema,
Stanley, &
Westhorp
(2007)
Chiasson,
Terras, &
Smart (2015)
Christianson,
Tiene, & Luft
(2002)
Fish & Gill
(2009)
Gautreau,
Street, &
Glaeser
(2008)
Grosse (2004)

online

X=YES
Tools if used

asynchronous /
synchronous

X=YES
Tools if used

Web-based

X=YES
Tools if used

online

X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES
Tools if used

asynchronous /
synchronous

online

X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES
Tools if used

Introductory
activity

X
PowerPoint
Slides,
photos,
wikis

Strategies to improve L-L Interaction
Collaborative activities
Whole Class
Group work
conferences /
discussions
X
discussion board
X
Discussion board,
synchronous
conference tool

X
synchronous
conference tool
X
discussion board

X
online work groups

X

X
online group work
X

X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES
Tools if used

Huang &
Hsiao (2012)

asynchronous /
synchronous

X=YES
Tools if used

Lewis &
Abdul-Hamid
(2006)

online

X=YES
Tools if used

Meyer (2012)

online

X
discussion board

Nukenge &
Gueldenzoph
(2006)
Park & Bonk
(2007)

online

X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES
Tools if used

synchronous

X=YES
Tools if used

X
discussion board

Regan et al.,
(2012)

a/synchronous
& hybrid

X=YES
Tools if used

X
discussion board,
twitter

Hsieh (2010)

X
blogs, wikis

X
discussion board

asynchronous
Satellite TV
asynchronous,
blended

X
discussion
board

X
discussion board,
synchronous
conference tool
X
discussion board,
synchronous
conference tool
X
chat rooms,
discussion board
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Faculty
participation
during
discussions

X

X
break out rooms
X
online group work

X
wikis, web-conference
tool

X

X
Discussion board

X

X

X

X
chat rooms, groups
feature
X
synchronous
conference tool
X

X

Table 16. (Continued)
Author(s)

Smidt,
McDyre,
Bunk, &
Gatenby
(2014)
Smith,
Ferguson, &
Caris (2002)

Learning
Environment

Issue &
tools

Introductory
activity

Strategies to improve L-L Interaction
Collaborative activities
Whole Class
Group work
conferences /
discussions

online

X=YES
Tools if used

X
discussion board

asynchronous

X=YES
Tools if used

X
discussion board

Faculty
participation
during
discussions

X
discussion board

Introductory Activity
Faculty experiences described demonstrated that the first strategy to create an interactive
environment was to have an introductory activity to break the ice. Around one third of the
faculty in Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006) recommended having an introductory conference
session at the beginning of the semester as the first step to help learners get to know each other,
and create a sense of community right at the start. One faculty explained how the introductory
discussion conferences were implemented as follows:
I start off the class with the conferences, so they have something to do—post an
introductory conference. I started this about a year ago and it works just great. In addition
to the introduction, you post a bio or intro to tell us something about yourself. And post a
response to at least five others in the class… I actually make that the first assignment. (p.
87)
In another study, one faculty, Erin, asked her learners to create PowerPoint presentations
describing themselves and using a personal image at the beginning of the semester to help her
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learners get to know each other better, and alleviated the challenge of distance of not being in the
same place at the same time (Baran, Correira, & Thompson, 2013). Another faculty in the same
study, Linda, requested that learners use wikis, and upload personal information there. She
demanded to know her learners more so that they could bring in their cultural background into
the course enriching it with their diverse backgrounds. She explained how she felt being
physically distanced from the learners and how important it was to help students to maintain who
they were in the online environment:
There is so much when you take a physical person and reduce some down to a piece of email. You’ve taken away everything. You have taken away their personality, their
gender, their culture, their attitudes there, and their spirit. You just rob your student. So
online, I think you have to figure out how do I reinvest them in their personhood and their
spirit? How do I give them a presence, and how do I help everybody appreciate and
authenticity and presence of that person? So, we have to remake us as persons online. (p.
26)
Collaborative Activities
One other major strategy implemented to maintain interaction among students was
through whole class conferences and group work activities, and providing tools to help students
have a successful collaboration. Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp (2007) stated that collaboration
was an indispensable part of the online courses. Collaborations not only provided opportunities
to improve critical thinking skills, but also created a kind of social interaction with their peers.
This social interaction was very important especially for those taking classes at a distance.
Faculty required their students to share their ideas and give feedback to their classmates. The
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faculty valued peer feedback as much as their own feedback.
One of the most cited activities was discussion board activities conducted as a whole
class activity. The faculty in Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006) reported to keep the interaction
going by creating both formal and informal discussions as well as chat rooms. The informal
conferences did not have to be about the course content. They could explore some other aspects
of the course. One of the faculty members, for instance, named the discussion conference, “The
Caf’e,” where the students were allowed to discuss with each other whatever course topics they
wanted (p. 88). Another example of informal discussion areas another faculty member named
was “Harmony House” (p. 88). The faculty maintained that s/he did not enter this discussion to
ensure students could freely interact with one another. In the formal conferences, on the other
hand, the students were required to contribute, for instance, by replying to their friends’ posts, or
asking questions. Some faculty did not demand that the students participate in the discussion
activities; however, they revealed that they explicitly informed their students about the grading
and their expectations. They provided various questions or interesting topics to encourage their
students to contribute to the discussion board activities. Park and Bonk (2007) created
asynchronous discussion forums to have informal conversations and question and answer
sessions at the beginning of the semester prior to moving on critique sessions held
synchronously. Faculty in Regan et al., (2012) also used twitter as a discussion platform where
their students interacted with each other.
To enhance learner interaction, faculty in Bailey and Card (2009) reported that they
shared discussion question responses, students’ biographies and projects with the rest of the
class.

117

Faculty in Baran, Correira, and Thompson (2013), Chiasson, Terras, and Smart (2015),
Hsieh (2010), and Huang and Hsiao (2012) conducted synchronous conferences so that they
could compensate lack of face-to-face interaction and eventually improve learner-learner
interaction. Baran, Correira, and Thompson (2013) reported that the faculty created critique
sessions via synchronous conference tools so that students were able to critique each other’s
work, provide peer feedback and socialize. Faculty member, Linda, in Baran, Correira, and
Thompson (2013), used Adobe Live to provide an online environment to meet synchronously.
The students critiqued each other’s work during these sessions. Faculty in Huang and Hsiao
(2012) created online synchronous sessions to discuss the assigned reading materials and have
student presentations.
Group Work
In addition to the discussions, another form of collaborative activities used was group
work and projects (Baran, Correira, & Thompson, 2013; Fish & Gill, 2009; Hsieh, 2010;
Gautreau, Street, & Glaeser, 2008; Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006; Nkonge
& Gueldenzoph, 2006; Park & Bonk, 2007; Regan, et., 2012; Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, &
Gatenby, 2014). In Baran, Correira, and Thompson (2013), one faculty utilized group projects,
and students were asked to use wikis to present their works both individually as well as groups
so that they could check each other’s projects. Faculty member reported that using wikis created
a similar synergy to a face-to-face classroom. Another faculty, Molly, utilized blogs, where
students could exchange information. Similarly, faculty in Huang and Hsiao (2012) also utilized
wikis for group projects.
Discussion board activities could also be designed as group discussions as well instead of
whole class discussions. One faculty in Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006) explained how the
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faculty managed to keep interaction going via group discussions by describing the whole
process:
[The groups] are graded on the amount and quality of participation or they conduct a
discussion on their own via chat room areas that I’ve set up for it and they submit a
discussion summary. I provide a format for the discussion summary, where they have to
tell when the discussion took place, who was in the discussion, points of the discussion,
how did they feel about the discussion, how would they continue the discussion. There is
a format that I provide for that. (p. 89)
Faculty in Park and Bonk (2007) conducted synchronous conferences in order to improve
learner-learner interaction. Park and Bonk reported that the faculty created critique sessions via
synchronous conference tool, Breeze (with phone calls, voice and text chat options), to meet
synchronously so that the students provided peer feedback as well as socialized with each other.
One faculty commended the synchronous sessions, and expressed the superiority over
asynchronous forums as synchronous sessions help students to feel more confident in presenting
their opinions:
It is consistently happening to students [in asynchronous forum]. Many of them don’t
know what they have to [say] and they are insecure in being able to discuss the topic.
They are very cautious; conservative in the amount of what they say or what they try to
address. [However] synchronously, especially with voice, they go faster and they try
things out a little more. (p. 312)
The audio-based synchronous sessions helped to alleviate the problem of lack of face-toface interaction as during audio-based sessions, students were conversing in real time with their
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voices which included tones and emotional expressions. Therefore, the faculty admitted that the
audio-based synchronous sessions enhanced mutual understanding, provided opportunities to
hear motivational compliments, feel more confident, as a result of which, connected students.
The students appreciated the opportunity to meet their classmates.
The faculty in Nkonge and Gueldenzoph (2006) reported that they provided virtual chat
opportunities for their students to interact with each other while they worked on their projects.
The faculty allowed their students to create the agenda for these virtual meetings, and could get
help about their projects.
As important as having students work in groups, the faculty emphasized how to create
groups and ensure a successful learning activity. Faculty in Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp
(2007) re-iterated the challenges working with large number of students, and how much time and
effort it required from the instructors. They shared the strategies they used with large number of
students in class when they wanted to have class discussions. The faculty recommended dividing
the class into small groups and using peer feedback with highly populated classes. They
monitored the discussions more often, and read all the student posts, but provided cumulative
feedback. Similarly, faculty in Christianson, Tiene, and Luft (2002) reported the faculty
dissatisfaction with large groups; however, the faculty members were satisfied with small group
activities, and found them effective.
Lewis & Abdul-Hamid (2006) faculty used different strategies to create groups. Some did
it alphabetically; some paid attention to have equal number of males and females; some cared
about students’ academic excellence and some faculty allowed students to self-assign themselves
to the groups. The faculty also informed their students about the guidelines, what their
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expectations were, providing tips to resolve disagreements, and the grading. They shared with
their students why working in groups was important to help them understand the value of
practicing collaborative work. The faculty also asked students to assign roles to group members
for a successful collaboration. Park and Bonk (2007) listed the instructional strategies for
effective interaction in the synchronous sessions, and emphasized structuring the activity, using
scaffolding during the discussions, having small groups, being flexible with the activities, and
assigning students to keep notes of each session, and writing up a reflection paper.
Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, and Gatenby (2014) also created, and made suggestions as to
how the discussions could be enriched by using other technology pieces. They suggested having
discussion board activities with classes less than 40 or 45, having some non-graded discussions,
some graded discussions with small groups and making group member assignment automated.
They recommended incorporating other technologies to have richer discussions such as
PowerPoint presentations or Prezi, Skype, videos, online survey tools, Wikipedia, wikis,
GoogleDocs, virtual tours to content-related sites.
The studies also illuminated the challenging question of how often the faculty should
participate in the discussions. Faculty in Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp (2007), Huang and
Hsiao (2012), Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006), Meyer (2012) and Regan et al., (2012) explained
that they did not participate in the discussions in order not to divert the interaction onto
themselves. They would intervene only when they wanted to resolve an issue or change the
direction of the discussion. Faculty in Huang and Hsiao (2012) expressed that they monitored the
discussions on a regular basis, and join in only when they saw an issue, for instance. One faculty
described the experience of not jumping in the discussion as the faculty did not want to interrupt
the flow of the discussions:
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I’m always afraid that if I’m too present, then they won’t feel honest. They won’t feel
like they can talk to each other openly. So I try to… balance… give them directions and
feedback when necessary but not… poke and prod too much. I wouldn’t respond to
everyone. I would just kinda heck and see, well… the difficulty… how you try to
replicate the organic feeling of an in-class discussion on the discussion board, on the
posting situation. So I try to intervene particularly like if a student is responding in a
really off base way or interpretation that is totally wrong, then I will immediately jump
in, but if it is kind of interchange I will let it go for a while, but I do try to get in there if
not every day at least every day or something. (p. 24)
One faculty in Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006) explained when to participate as follows:
When they have interchanges, I just let that occur. And then, when I see the discussion
maybe needs go in another direction to explore another part of the issue, or someone has
brought up a very good point which could take us in another direction to explore the issue
in more depth, I will weigh in at that point… to manage the discussion in the ways in
which I want to see it play out. (p. 88)
Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp (2007) also reported that one faculty found it useful to
keep waiting until the faculty was sure that everyone made comments, but still maintained the
presence by just leaving a note saying, “I’ve had a look but I’m not going to put anything up yet,
just waiting for more people to do their postings” (p.763). Experienced faculty in Meyer (2012)
preferred not to participate because the faculty member did not want to give the feeling that what
the instructor said was the final word as, “I’m very hesitant to give my view because, if I give
my view, then the discussion is ended and it is as if God has spoken.” (p. 46).
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Learner-Content Interaction
Faculty also referred to learners’ interaction with the course materials. They shared some
experiences and what they implemented to enhance learners’ interaction with the course
materials. The emerging sub-themes were digital objects, course discussions and reminders. The
tools utilized to implement these strategies varied from audio files, discussion board to videos.
Table 17. Distribution of Themes for Learner-Content Interaction with respect to Research
Studies
Authors
Bailey & Card
(2009)
Baran, Correira, &
Thompson (2013)

Learning
Environment
online
asynchronous
/ synchronous

Issue & tools
X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES
Tools if used

Boerema, Stanley, &
Westhorp (2007)
Chiasson, Terras, &
Smart (2015)
Christianson, Tiene,
& Luft (2002)
Conceiçăo (2006)

online

Grosse (2004)

asynchronous
Satellite TV
asynchronous,
blended

X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES
Tools if used

Huang & Hsiao
(2012)

asynchronous
/ synchronous

X=YES
Tools if used

Lewis & AbdulHamid (2006)

online

X=YES
Tools if used

Nukenge &
Gueldenzoph (2006)
Park & Bonk (2007)

online

X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES

Regan, et al., (2012)

a/synchronous
& hybrid
WebCT
asynchronous

X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES
Tools if used

asynchronous

X=YES
Tools if used
X=YES
Tools if used

Hsieh (2010)

Santilli & Beck
(2005)
Smidt, McDyre,
Bunk, Li, & Gatenby
(2014)

Smith, Ferguson, &
Caris (2002)
Young, Cantrell, &
Shaw (2001)

asynchronous
/ synchronous
Web-based
online

synchronous

asynchronous

Strategies to enhance SC interaction
Digital objects
Course discussions
X
discussion board
X
X
student presentations,
blogs, discussion board,
videos
synchronous conference tool
X
discussion board
X
synchronous conference tool
X
X
files
discussion board
X
discussion board
X
X
slide shows
discussion board
X
discussion board, synchronous
conference tool
X
X
audio files, videos, files, blogs, synchronous conference
student presentations
tool
X
X
video clips
synchronous conference tool

X
student presentations

X
files

X
Web pages
X
audio and video clips,
slide shows
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X
discussion board
X
synchronous conference tool
X
synchronous conference tool
X
discussion board
X
discussion board, PowerPoint
presentations or Prezi, Skype,
videos, online survey tools,
Wikipedia, wikis, GoogleDocs,
virtual tours
X
synchronous conference tool
X
discussion board

Reminders

X
e-mail
X
announcements,
e-mail
X
announcements,
discussion
board, course
site

Digital Objects
One of the strategies the faculty used was using digital learning objects. Baran, Correira,
and Thompson (2013) indicated that the faculty used videos to inform their students about the
updates in the course materials and the course activities. Some faculty also had lecture videos.
One of the faculty members, Justin, as he taught a face-to-face version of the same course, videorecorded his short lectures in his face-to-face classes; and shared the videos and class notes on
iTunesU with his online students as well as his content-related podcasts. Linda created 10-minute
videos and shared with the class. Robert created 3-minute lecture videos, and shared them on
YouTube. They reported that these videos not only provided faculty lectures, but also helped
students identify who their professors were. Another faculty in Baran, Correira, and Thompson
(2013) created teams and assigned them a field trip, “visiting a farm, taking 360-degree
panoramas, taking pictures of crops and soils, conducting video interviews with farmers, and
sharing those with the students in LMS.” (p. 19).
The faculty members in Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006) also indicated that it was very
useful and effective to include digital learning objects in the course such as video clips. One
undergraduate Biology faculty asserted that using technology tools not only complemented the
course content, but also contributed student learning by helping them interact with and
comprehend the topic. In his course, he used “a library of scientific video java applets used to
illustrate abstract principles or phenomena, such as how lighting is formed or what happens in a
thunderstorm.” (p. 94). Similarly, faculty in Huang and Hsiao (2012) also created content videos
and audios, and shared them with their students. Young, Cantrell, and Shaw (2002) reported that
42 % of the faculty used video clips.
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The other digital objects cited in other studies were audio clips (Young, Cantrell, &
Shaw, 2001), files (Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002; Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Santilli & Beck,
2005), slide shows (Grosse, 2004; Young, Cantrell, & Shaw, 2001), student presentations
(Baran, Correira, & Thompson, 2013; Huang & Hsiao, 2012, Park & Bonk) and assigning web
pages for reading (Smith, Ferguson, & Caris, 2002).
Course Discussions
Faculty also used discussions to facilitate student interaction with the course content
(Bailey & Card. 2009; Baran, Correira, & Thompson, 2013; Boerema, Stanley, & Westhorp,
2007; Chiasson, Terras, & Smart, 2015; Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002; Conceiçăo, 2006;
Hsieh, 2010; Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006; Nkonge & Gueldenzoph,
2006; Park & Bonk, 2007; Regan, et al., 2012; Santilli & Beck, 2005; Smith, Ferguson, & Caris,
2002; Young, Cantrell, & Shaw, 2001). In the discussion conferences, students reflected and
reported on their learning; posted their questions, and were asked to share their related personal
experiences. Some faculty also had synchronous conference sessions to discuss the content
(Baran, Correira, & Thompson, 2013; Chiasson, Terras, & Smart, 2015; Hsieh, 2010; Huang &
Hsiao, 2012; Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006; Park & Bonk, 2007; Regan, et al., 2012). Regan et
al., (2012) recommended integrating group activities and polls in the video conferences would
help to motivate students to interact with content. It was important for the faculty to provide
interesting topics to increase learner interaction. Similarly, faculty in Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li,
and Gatenby (2014) also suggested using other technology pieces to make discussions richer
such as PowerPoint presentations or Prezi, Skype, videos, online survey tools, Wikipedia, wikis,
GoogleDocs, virtual tours to content-related site.

125

Faculty in Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp (2007) reported to create relevant and
appropriately challenging content to stimulate motivation and encourage learner interaction. One
faculty in Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006) also described how she made the course content
interesting and relevant to her students:
I use a lot of contemporary news articles. When there’s something that’s going to be on
TV, nation-wide broadcasts I mention that… When I find an article that I think speaks to
whatever we are working on for that particular module, then I will contact the library and
have them put it into reserve readings, so that in my classes they may have five to six
reserve readings which may not tie directly to a particular assignment, but allow them to
explore and are relevant in today’s world, other than just looking at what the literature
says about it. (p. 93)
Faculty in Baran, Correira, and Thompson (2013), Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006), Park
and Bonk (2007), Smith, Ferguson, & Caris (2002) reported that they had guest speakers using
real time chats or synchronous conference sessions or discussion board activities. One faculty in
Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006) specifically invited the guest speaker to talk about the
challenging issues the students would have. While preparing for such synchronous sessions, the
faculty member recommended the use of small groups with different time intervals to be able to
provide access to participate in the activity. The faculty mentioned the increased improvement in
students’ learning and satisfaction with that component of the course.
Faculty in Baran, Correira, and Thompson (2013) and Huang & Hsiao (2012) also used
blogs. Baran, Correira, and Thompson (2013) reported that the faculty member used blogs as a
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briefing tool. In Huang and Hsiao (2012), the faculty used blogs as platforms where students
could discuss assigned reading materials.
Reminders
Another strategy used was to remind students about the course goals and objectives
(Hsieh, 2010; Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006). Hsieh (2010) reported that
some faculty used e-mail reminders to enhance student interaction with the content by asking
them questions. Faculty in Huang and Hsiao (2012) used e-mail and announcements to inform
their students about the issues related to the course. Some faculty in Lewis and Abdul-Hamid
(2006) stated that they asked their students to visit the course syllabus to know what the goals
and objectives of the course were. Some other faculty used other strategies to ensure students’
awareness about the course goals and objectives. One faculty shared that when the students
visited the modules, they could see that the related objectives were re-stated right at the
beginning of that module. After finishing each module, the instructor would wrap up the
discussion and assessed students’ performance. The faculty would ask students’ opinions and
reflections about their learning experience, attainment of the goals and objectives, their grades,
how they felt about the discussion or anything they wanted to share in that module. Another
faculty in the same study reflected that using syllabus and announcements worked to introduce
the course goals and objectives. One undergraduate faculty utilized a quiz on the course syllabus
to make sure that the course goals and objectives are made clear to the students.
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Roles of the Online Faculty and the Competencies
One of the themes emerging from the review of the findings was role of the online
faculty. The findings reflected a wide variety of faculty perception of their roles in the online
environment.
Table 18. Distribution of Faculty Roles with respect to Research Studies
Author
Chang,
Shen, & Liu
(2014)
Chiasson,
Terras, &
Smart (2015)
Christianson,
Tiene, &
Luft (2002)
Coppola,
Hiltz, &
Rotter
(2002)
Fish & Gill
(2009)
Kanuka,
Collett, &
Caswell
(2002)
Morris, Xu,
& Finnegan
(2005)
Nkonge &
Gueldenzoph
(2006)
Park & Bonk
(2007)
Ryan,
Carlton, &
Ali (2004)
Santilli &
Beck (2005)
Siedlaczek
(2004)
Smidt,
McDyre,
Bunk, Li, &
Gatenby
(2014)
Williams
(2003)
Young,
Cantrell, &
Shaw (2001)

content
expert

instructional
designer

learning
assessment

facilitator

guide

guide

coach

mentor

cognitive

affective

managerial

facilitator

technical

demonstrator
/personal
model
managerial

social

course
customization

course
facilitation

grading
and
assessment

conveyers of
information
model

planners

troubleshooter

guide

Faculty Roles
administrative
management

facilitating
learning

technology
use

research
development

pedagogical

guide

facilitator
facilitator

facilitator
facilitator
facilitator

instructor /
facilitator
facilitator

The facilitator role was the most commonly cited one. In Chang, Shen, and Liu (2014),
the role of facilitating the course activities ranked at 5 in importance (M= 3.19, SD= .49).
128

However, a further analysis into whether it was practised demonstrated that it was the last
implemented role among the seven roles enacted (M= 2.64, SD= .63), and the correlation
between the perception and practice of the facilitator role was reported to be moderate (Pearson’s
r= .67). In Fish and Gill (2009), the faculty with positive online teaching experience mostly
reported to undertake the role of a facilitator when they taught online courses. However, 33% of
the faculty with no experience reported to be more demonstrator or personal model. Moreover,
Morris, Xu, & Finnegan (2005), Siedlaczek (2004) Park and Bonk (2007), and Young, Cantrell,
and Shaw (2001) found that the faculty advocated the students took more responsibility for their
online learning, and the faculty role was to facilitate the process. Siedlaczek (2004), Park and
Bonk (2007) and Young, Cantrell, and Shaw (2001) also stated as the faculty allowed more
student responsibility and did not act as the only source of information; the students would feel
more empowered and freer to share their opinions with their peers in discussion activities so that
they could have a richer discussion. In Santilli & Beck (2005), it was the 29 % of the faculty
teaching six-credit courses and 100 % of the faculty teaching three-credit courses reporting to
enact facilitator role. The faculty teaching two-credit courses reported to assume, first of all, the
role of information conveyer; then, planner (25 %) and facilitator (25 %). Williams (2003), also
examined roles and competencies for distance education programs. The findings of the study
shed light on the roles and the required competencies for a successful online education
programme in higher education institutions. One of the roles, the participating experts defined
and related to the online faculty, was instructor/facilitator. According to the experts, in order for
a successful online education program, the instructor/facilitator should have “content knowledge,
teaching strategies/models, general education theory, skill with Internet tools for instruction,
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instructional design for interactive technologies, library research skills, modeling of
behavior/skills” (p. 53).
The other cited online faculty roles were guide (Chiasson, Terras, & Smart, 2015;
Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002; Nkonge & Gueldenzoph; 2006; Tiene, & Luft, 2002; Young,
Cantrell, & Shaw, 2001), coach (Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002), mentor (Christianson,
Tiene, & Luft, 2002) and troubleshooter (Young, Cantrell, & Shaw, 2001).
Four studies specifically focused on the faculty roles and their analyses revealed different
categories for the roles of the faculty teaching online courses (Chang, Shen, & Liu, 2014;
Coppola, Hiltz, & Rotter, 2002; Kanuka, Collett, &Caswell, 2002; Morris, Xu, & Finnegan,
2005; Williams (2003). Chang, Shen, and Liu (2014) investigated faculty perceptions of seven einstructor roles in teaching online courses through a survey they created using information
gathered from their literature review. They reported the findings in terms of the importance of
the roles perceived by the faculty, the rank order of the practice of these roles by the faculty and
the Pearson correlation between roles and practices. The faculty perceived the content expertise
(M= 3.52, SD= .44) to be the most important role they enacted. Content expertise was followed
by instructional design (M= 3.45, SD= .34), learning assessment (M= 3.24, SD= .41),
administration management (M= 3.20, SD= .49), and facilitating learning (M= 3.19, SD= .49),
with technology use (M= 3.15, SD= .48) and research development (M= 3.16, SD= .50) as the
least important roles they assumed while they taught in the online environments.
In a further analysis, they examined the faculty practice of these roles and they reported
that content expertise was again the first in rank (M= 3.22, SD= .56). The rest of the order,
however, differed in rank. Administrative management (M=3.05, SD= .63) became the second,
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and instructional design (M= 3.00, SD= .49) was the third in rank. They were followed by
technology use (M= 2.91, SD= .61), learning assessment (M= 2.85, SD= .59), research
development (M= 2.80, SD= .66), and facilitating learning (M= 2.64, SD= .63).
They also investigated the correlation between faculty perception of the seven roles and
faculty practice of the roles. They found Pearson’s r for each as follows; content expertise (.66),
administrative management (.61), instructional design (.58), research development (.70), and
facilitating learning (.67).
Coppola, Hiltz, and Rotter (2002) also examined faculty roles in Asynchronous Learning
Environments, and reported shifts in cognitive, affective, and managerial roles. Cognitive role
ascribed to mental processes such as learning, storing information and thinking. It was found that
the faculty teaching in the online environment demonstrated a deeper level of cognitive effort.
They tried to come up with, for instance, more creative assignments. They learnt more as they
learnt from their students as well learning different things every time they taught online.
Affective roles were more about the relationship between faculty and students, between students
and other students as well as the learning environment. The faculty had to take into consideration
nonverbal communication, the proximity of their relationship and sense of humour, and try to
come up with ideas and tools to help close the gap brought about by lack of face-to-face
interaction. The third and the final role described in the study was managerial roles. Managerial
roles demanded skills like “course planning, organizing, leading, and controlling” (p. 180).
When the faculty planned their online courses, they had to be more careful with planning and
structuring the course as they did not have face-to-face interaction. The organizational skills
related to effort the faculty exerted on helping students sort out some problems like creating
accounts; and contacting other units in the institution. Leading meant facilitating student
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learning, mentoring and leading discussions. Control, on the other hand, referred to monitoring
student progress in course. Also, it meant they needed to visit the course and their e-mails
accounts to respond to students’ questions, give feedback, and track student activity.
According to the findings of Kanuka, Collett, and Caswell (2002), the roles of the faculty
could be categorized as technical, managerial, social and pedagogical. Technical role required
the faculty to be equipped with productivity skills and be a model. Productivity and modeling in
this study referred to having at least basic competence using communication tools available on
the Internet and some of the software programmes so that the faculty could easily an effectively
create the content, course activities and set a role model for their students. Managerial role
encompassed organizational skills necessary for successful online course facilitation such as
planning and administering. Managerial role also required flexibility in order to be able to cater
for the needs and backgrounds of the learners. The third role identified was social which was
composed of emotional distance and spontaneity. The faculty were expected to implement
strategies and use tools effectively so that they could communicate with their students to be able
to overcome the challenges of lack of face-to-face interaction. The last role described was
pedagogical, and it simply referred to effective and quality feedback provided to the students in a
timely manner so they student learning would not be negatively impacted by lack of face-to-face
interaction.
Morris, Xu, and Finnegan (2005) also investigated the faculty perception of their roles in the
online environment, and reported three major roles, namely, course customization, course
facilitation, and grading and assessment. Course customization related to “checking and
updating links, testing and fixing quiz errors, adding or deleting content, revising discussion
questions, revising instructional activities, or structuring the discussion forums” (p. 71). The
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second role, course facilitation refers to giving students more control of their own learning
process, and faculty acting as facilitator of the process fading in their control over the process.
The third role of evaluator/grader relates to evaluating and grading student assignments,
discussion posts and exams. One significant finding ascribing to faculty role was the faculty gave
much importance to their pedagogical roles, and especially facilitating the discussions; however,
due to urgent nature of grading, they ended up with giving priority to grading, for instance,
instead of taking part in the discussions.
Faculty Satisfaction
The systematic review of the literature revealed that faculty satisfaction was another
major component of faculty experience teaching online courses. 25 research studies informed
about faculty satisfaction teaching online courses. 10 of these studies were quantitative methods,
8 qualitative methods and 7 mixed methods to illuminate about online faculty’s satisfaction. All
quantitative studies used survey instruments to collect data. The number of participants varied
between 102 and 913. 9 of the qualitative studies used only interviews, the tenth study used focus
groups and observation notes as their data sources. The least number of participants was 6 and
the most was 28. As for studies implementing mixed methods, all of them had surveys; however,
in addition to the surveys, five of them also used open-ended questions, another one had
interviews and reviews of course Web sites, and the last one had interviews and focus group
discussions as sources of the data. The number of participants ranged from 7 to 687.
As soon as the studies were selected based on the inclusion and exclusion criteria, further
analyses were conducted into their findings to be able to identify what major themes would be
related to faculty satisfaction teaching online. The intensive analyses yielded four major themes,
namely, course design, development and implementation, online students, institutional support,
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and technology (see Table 19). The following sections will inform about each major theme
emerging under faculty satisfaction in teaching online courses.
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Table 19. Distribution of Major Themes under Faculty Satisfaction in Online Education with respect to Authors, Research Design,
Data Source and Sample Size
Author(s)

Research Design

Al-Zahrani (2015)
Arinto (2013)
Baglione & Nastanski (2007)
Bolliger, Inan, and Wasilik (2014)
Bolliger & Wasilik (2009)
Christianson, Tiene, & Luft (2002)

Quantitative
Qualitative
Quantitative
Quantitative
Quantitative
Mixed Methods

Conceiçăo (2006)
Coppola, Hiltz, & Rotter (2002)
Fish & Gill (2009)
Fredericksen, Pickett, Shea, Pelz, &
Swan (2000)
Grosse (2004)
Hislop & Atwood (2000)
Hoekstra (2014)
Huang & Hsiao (2012)
Lee & Busch (2005)
Lee (2001)
Liu, Kim, Bonk, & Magjuka (2007)
Marek (2009)
Orellana (2006)
Orr, Williams, & Pennington
(2009)
Regan at al., (2012)
Shea, Pickett, & Li (2005)
Ulmer, Watson, & Derby (2007)
Ward, Peters, & Shelley (2010)
Wilson (2001)

Quantitative
Quantitative
Mixed Methods
Mixed Methods

Data Source(s)

Sample Size

104
10
122
168
102
171

Qualitative
Qualitative
Mixed Methods
Quantitative

Survey
Interviews
Survey
Survey
Survey
Survey
8 Interviews and reviews of
course Web sites
Interviews
Interviews
Survey + OEQs
Survey

Qualitative
Mixed Methods
Quantitative
Qualitative
Mixed Methods
Quantitative
Qualitative
Mixed Methods
Quantitative
Qualitative

Interviews
Survey + OEQs
Survey
Interviews
Survey + OEQs
Survey
Interviews
Survey + OENQs, Yes/No Qs
Survey
Interviews

6
19
148
16
26
237
28
296
131
12

Qualitative

Focus Groups and
Observation Notes
Survey
Survey
Survey + OEQs
Survey + OEQs,
Interviews,
Focus Group Discussion

6

10
20
87
105

913
137
7
687
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Emerging themes under online faculty satisfaction
Course design,
Online
Institutional
development and
Students
support
implementation
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X

Technology

X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X

Course Design, Development and Implementation
Online course design, preparation and implementation theme was formed as a result of an
intensive analysis of the findings. In general, faculty satisfaction with course design,
development and implementation was reported to be varying from moderate to high (Al-Zahrani,
2015; Bolliger, Inan, & Wasilik, 2014; Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002; Conceiçăo, 2006; Fish
& Gill, 2009; Hislop & Atwood, 2000; Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Liu, Kim, Bonk, & Magjuka,
2007; Shea, Pickett, & Li, 2005). Al-Zahrani (2015) found that faculty had high level of
satisfaction with designing, preparing and implementing an online course (M = 3.64, SD = 0.76).
Bolliger, Inan and Wasilik (2014) reported moderate satisfaction with teaching online, and
pointed out that the faculty were more satisfied with course design, development and teaching
aspect of teaching online (r= .64, M= 4.25, SD= .46). In another study by Christianson, Tiene,
and Luft (2002), 89 % of the participating faculty perceived their online “teaching experience to
be either successful or very successful” (p. 223), and 76 % of the faculty revealed that their
online teaching experience was above their expectations. 83 % of faculty considered Web
courses to be substantive. Finally, they reported that 67 % of the faculty perceived the level of
intellectual engagement as substantive as in traditional classes. Faculty in Conceiçăo (2006) were
also satisfied with teaching online, and depicted their satisfaction with online teaching with
adjectives like “exciting,” “rewarding,” “gratifying,” and “empowering” while describing the
process of designing and teaching a course as it was a dynamic and challenging process, and
allowed experimentation and opportunities to know their students better (pp. 40-41). One
participant, Mary, explained why teaching online was gratifying as follows:
There’s a tremendous gratification in [online teaching] because of how well I get to
know the [learners], and I believe the opportunities I have to assess their application of
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the knowledge and skills that we’re talking about during the semester…. You’re sitting
back reading everything every [learner] does and reflecting on it and providing feedback.
… The way I do it is more time consuming, but it’s also much more gratifying. I feel like
I can have a greater impact on each individual [learner]. (p. 41)
68 % of the participating faculty in Hislop and Atwood (2000) found teaching courses in ALN an
effective teaching learning experience. In Huang and Hsiao (2012), in addition to the
convenience of online teaching, the faculty considered it fun for the reasons that it allowed
diverse students and opportunities to use technology. Furthermore, Liu, Kim, Bonk, and
Magjuka (2007) reported that the faculty were happy with the student learning, and they even
considered that their online students learnt better than the face-to-face students. They added that
the faculty also appreciated the intellectual challenge of trying to equip themselves with different
skills. One faculty member explained this challenge as follows:
I find that [in the online MBA program] I [am] judged more purely according to content,
structure, how quickly I gave feedback, [and] how detailed the feedback is. And I think
that what is valued in the learning environment is by the students having the instructor
who is just very conscientious, very organized, [and] good in communication; a
somewhat different set of skills than the regular classroom. (p. 5, section 4. Using
different skills needed for teaching online)
Like the faculty in Liu, et al., (2007), faculty in Fish and Gill (2009) considered teaching online
satisfying because of the opportunity to facilitate higher order thinking among their students and
being able to practice adult learning theories. Finally, Shea, Pickett, and Li (2005) maintained
that faculty were very satisfied with online course designing and teaching, and maintained their
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students learnt a lot, which by most faculty was seen equal to face-to-face students’ leaning
achievement. The faculty also disclosed their satisfaction with online environment to deliver
their content area (93 %), would consider recommending to their peers (91.9 %), and would be
willing to offer another online course (97.6 %). Moreover, they informed that faculty members
teaching math, science, humanities and business were more likely to have higher satisfaction
with teaching online courses. Shea, Pickett, and Li (2005) also found that there was a significant
relationship between faculty satisfaction and their own learning experience (Pearson’s r= .38,
p<.001).
In Baglione and Nastanski (2007), it was reported that the faculty were pleased with the
discussions they had in the online classes. Faculty considered online discussions to be more
meaningful and successful than the face-to-face discussions (t(120) = −1.91, p= .058, M = 3.66).
Furthermore, they investigated the reasons and found that the richness of the online discussions
could be because first of all students had more equitable opportunities to put in their input in the
online discussions (t(120) = −6.65, p =.000, M = 2.93), and secondly they had physical
anonymity (t(120) = −3.46, p = .001, M =3.43), which were likely the reasons for online students
not to feel inhibited by either lack of opportunity to participate or for fear of being recognized.
Studies also specifically reported faculty satisfaction with their interaction with their
students while teaching an online course (Al-Zahrani, 2015; Bolliger, Inan, & Wasilik, 2014;
Christianson, Tiene, & Luft, 2002; Conceiçăo, 2006; Ulmer, Watson, & Derby, 2007; Ward,
Peters, & Shelley, 2010). Although Bolliger, Inan, and Wasilik (2014) reported that faculty
satisfaction with their interactions with their students was not high (M= 3.39), other studies
reported moderate to high satisfaction between faculty and students. For instance, Al-Zahrani
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(2015) reported high satisfaction with faculty interaction with students (M= 3.73, SD= .82).
Similarly, Christianson, Tiene, and Luft (2002) found that 70 % of the participating faculty
members considered more interactivity in the online courses as compared to their face-to-face
classes. They depicted their online communication with their students as “more succinct and
more egalitarian” (p. 220). One of the participants described the feelings as follows:
It seemed in my regular classroom that I would always develop a connection with certain
students, students for whom I had more of a preference, for some reason. That doesn’t
happen online. It’s easier for me to treat every student equally in my Web course. (p.
220)
Conceiçăo (2006) also added that the faculty found teaching online satisfying because they were
able to learn from their students as a result of their interactions with them. Coppola, Hiltz, and
Rotter (2002) stated that faculty members were particularly pleased with their communication
with their students as they believed it improved in the online courses. Ulmer, Watson, and Derby
(2007) also reported that faculty with online teaching experience had more satisfaction with the
faculty interaction with students than the faculty with no online teaching experience (M= 1.84,
SD= .994). Finally, Ward, Peters, and Shelley (2010) reported that 86 % of the participating
faculty found faculty interaction with students as successful, and commented that interaction
with students could be improved using “chat box…online polling…email…telephone outside of
class…meeting in groups…meet and greets prior to class…and breakout rooms for some class
activities” (p. 6).
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Online Students
Online students was another theme emerging from the findings, and it included student
participation, characteristics and evaluations.
Student participation was the first sub-theme identified, and informed about the
relationship between faculty satisfaction and learner-learner interaction. Although Bolliger, Inan
and Wasilik (2014) found that the lowest mean scores came from the factors about faculty
satisfaction with interaction among learners (r= .77, M= 3.38, SD= .66), findings from AlZahrani (2015), Bolliger and Wasilik (2009) and Orellana (2006) revealed that student
participation impacted faculty satisfaction teaching in the online environment. Al-Zahrani (2015)
reported learner-learner interaction was among the factors that led to higher faculty satisfaction
teaching online (M= 3.75, SD= 0.60). The faculty in Bolliger and Wasilik (2009) and Orellana
(2006) also reported active student participation in the online courses.
Another sub-theme under online students was student evaluation, and it was reported to
influence faculty satisfaction with teaching online courses (Regan, et al., 2012; Ward, Peters, &
Shelley, 2010). Regan et al. (2012) found the faculty felt satisfied if the students evaluated the
course positively. They stated positive feedback from the students led to feeling “satisfied,
rewarded, reinforced, proud, accomplished and validated” (p. 210). Similarly, faculty in Ward,
Peters, and Shelley (2010) reported positive student opinion about the quality of their online
learning experience mattered to the faculty members, and that six of the participating faculty
believed students received a quality learning experience offered via SIOI.
Student characteristics were the last sub-theme, and were found to be related to faculty
satisfaction. Faculty in Liu, Kim, Bonk, and Magjuka (2007) reported that the faculty teaching
online MBA courses were very pleased with their online students as the students had self140

motivation, diverse backgrounds, and were able to bring in real life experiences as they had
experience. The students’ motivation was evident in their desire to learn new information,
participation and the transfer of what they learnt in class into their practices. The students’
diverse backgrounds allowed interesting stories to read, and informed about the different parts of
the world. The faculty reported that the “characteristics of online MBA students, at least within
this particular program, made online teaching “enjoyable” and “pleasurable” (p. 4, a. selfmotivated section).
Institutional Support
Detailed analysis of the findings from the studies demonstrated the relationship between
institutional support and faculty satisfaction, whether the faculty received institutional support or
not, and if they were satisfied with the support provided. Therefore, a third theme –institutional
support- was formed.
Four studies reported whether or not the faculty received institutional support and if they
were pleased with it. Grosse (2004) emphasized the importance of institutional support and
reported that all of the six participating faculty received various rewards from the institution in
return for their engagement in online education. These rewards included institutional recognition
and praise, teaching awards, course release, and financial compensation. The faculty reported to
be pleased with the rewards. Similarly, faculty in Orr, Williams, and Pennington (2009)
disclosed their satisfaction with the institutional support in the forms of “stipends, course release
time and summer development activities” (p. 260). Wilson (2001) reported two thirds of the
faculty were satisfied with the technical support and course design support provided by the
institutions. An interesting finding from Marek (2009) was that 14 faculty members were highly
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satisfied with the institutional support; however, they could not benefit from it because they
could not find the time.
The findings also informed about other institutional support forms and whether they
influenced faculty satisfaction. Lee (2001) reported that faculty satisfaction would be stronger if
they received better support from their institutions. Shea, Pickett, and Li (2005) reported a
significant and positive relationship between faculty satisfaction and the technical support they
received from the institution ( r= .33, p<.001). Hoekstra (2014) informed that training did not
influence the overall satisfaction of the faculty. They found that only .8 % (R2 = .008) would
explain the impact of training on overall satisfaction. Moreover, they reported, in the case of
increased training, it would explain only 1.3 % (R2 = .013) of the variance.
Unfortunately, two studies reported low satisfaction with the support provided by their
institutions. In Bolliger, Inan, and Wasilik (2014), faculty satisfaction with institutional support
was reported not to be high (r= .75, M= 3.73, SD= .63), and similarly, in Al-Zahrani (2015), the
faculty were not satisfied with the support they received (M = 2.43, SD = 1.23).
Technology
Several studies also informed about faculty satisfaction with technology used to teach
online courses; therefore, the last theme was formed as technology. The issues reported were
about the relationship between faculty satisfaction and technology, advantages of the technology
and how the faculty felt using technology in teaching online courses.
Two studies reported on the relationship between technology and faculty satisfaction. AlZahrani (2015) found that there was a significant relationship between faculty overall satisfaction
and their Internet experience (F (10,154) = 2.08, p= .03; Wilks’ Lambda= .78; partial eta square=
142

.12). Fredericksen, Pickett, Shea, Pelz and Swan (2000) indicated that 42 % of the participating
strongly agreed and 91 % agreed that their teaching was positively influenced by technology. In
a further analysis they found that the faculty members strongly agreeing on the positive impact
of technology were more satisfied with teaching online than those agreeing and disagreeing.
Several studies reported about the faculty were satisfied with the affordances of
technology; namely access, convenience and flexibility online courses provided students with
(Al-Zahrani, 2015; Arinto, 2013; Bolliger, Inan, & Wasilik, 2014; Bolliger & Wasilik, 2009;
Coppola, Hiltz, & Rotter, 2002; Fish & Gill, 2009; Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Lee & Busch, 2005;
Liu, Kim, Bonk, & Magjuka, 2007) . Al-Zahrani (2015) reported the participating faculty were
moderately pleased with the affordances of the internet (M= 3.70, SD= 0.78), and faculty in
Bolliger, Inan and Wasilik (2014) rated their satisfaction with the affordances of the online
technologies highly (r= .80, M= 4.24, SD= .54). Faculty in Fish and Gill (2009) were pleased
online education as it provided convenience and access to those working, living in distant or
rural areas and people with kids. Liu, Kim, Bonk, and Magjuka (2007) also emphasized the
benefit of technology in terms of the time and place flexibility it provided to students who,
otherwise, could not go to school.
In addition to the faculty satisfaction with the benefits of technology, Baglione and
Nastanski (2007), Coppola, Hiltz, and Rotter (2002), Huang and Hsiao (2012) and Regan et al.,
(2012) reported faculty feelings about the online platform. Baglione and Nastanski (2007)
reported that faculty considered it “pleasurable (t(117) = −14.302, p = .000, M = 2.00), fun
(t(117) = −15.053, p = .000, M = 2.19), and exciting (t(117) = −10.276, p = .000, M =2.49)” (p.
145). Coppola, Hiltz, and Rotter (2002) disclosed fun and challenge aspects as well as the
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chances to experiment with new technologies. Huang and Hsiao (2012) also agreed with the fun
and enjoyment, and explained the reasons listing diversity of student backgrounds, overcoming
the nervousness brought about by technology and using technology. Regan et al. (2012)
explained that the faculty felt “rejuvenated,” “intrigued” and “liberated” (p. 211) because of the
convenience and the novel opportunities such as using a camera or undertaking new roles
provided to them in the online environment.
The faculty was also gratified with the interactivity technology enabled in their classes
(Santilli & Beck, 2005; Huang & Hsiao, 2012). 51 % of the faculty in Santilli and Beck (2005)
were very satisfied with the discussion area as it provided a very similar experience to what their
face-to-face students would have and perceived it instrumental in that it helped to create learning
communities. 31 % of the faculty also added that discussion activities enhance students’
communication skills. The faculty were also happy with the discussion area since they were able
to give feedback to their students there. Faculty in Huang and Hsiao (2012) also mentioned
students most of the time preferred to use the e-mail as the main means of communication the
use of e-mail, and it was easy to communicate with their students. However, it also sometimes
was overwhelming. They added that two-way web conferencing would improve faculty-student
communication than text-based forms. One professor explained the benefit of using web-based
conferencing over text-based communication:
e.g., If you have a video conference on a regular basis, and if it’s two-way, where the
professor and the students can see each other, that may help [build rapport]. But you
know, just purely text based, more of one way, I think it’s more difficult for the rapport to
develop the same level of connection with the students. (p. 23)
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It was only one faculty in Arinto (2013) that expressed dissatisfaction with the interaction
in the Web environment. The faculty member did not like the lack of spontaneous and immediate
interaction, and believed in the value of dialogue while learning.

Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter was two-fold. Firstly, it presented distance learning theories
to showcase how theories evolved in time and informed about online education. Secondly, a
detailed picture of the research studies examining different aspects of online faculty members
were presented through a systematic literature review. To do this, 78 prior research studies were
identified and their findings informing about the online faculty were identified. In the next
stages, an intensive thematic analysis of the findings helped to categorize the findings as faculty
motivation, inhibitors, faculty experiences in planning, designing and teaching online courses as
well as faculty roles, and faculty satisfaction.
In the first section of the literature review, it was found that prior research informed about
faculty motivation for teaching online courses. The major category, motivation, included subcategories as willingness of the faculty to continue to teach online courses and the motivating
factors. The sub-categories for motivating factors encompassed personal motivating factors,
professional motivating factors and institutional motivating factors.
The section was about the inhibiting factors the prior research studies identified. These
inhibiting factors were categorized as institutional factors, challenges occurring due to the
complex nature of teaching online, technology-related challenges and work intensity. Each
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category in this section had several sub-categories and informed about issues varying from
administrative policies to time spent on teaching online courses.
The third section of the review informed about description of the faculty for how they
designed and implemented their courses, and how their roles changed as they moved to online
teaching. This section presented a detailed picture of the strategies the faculty implemented for
online course design such as setting the goals and objectives of the course, gathering the course
content and designing course activities. In the following section, implementation, the strategies
the faculty members implemented were categories according Michael Moore’s Three Types of
Interaction, and presented the strategies for each interaction pattern. In the last part of the
section, the roles of the faculty members teaching online courses were identified from the studies
and presented. This part acknowledged how the roles and responsibilities of online faculty
changed as they started to teach online.
In the final section of the literature review, the online faculty satisfaction was presented.
The sub-categories included course design, development and implementation, online students,
institutional support and technology and informed about the sort of impact each had on faculty
satisfaction with teaching online courses.
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CHAPTER III:

METHODOLOGY

Distance education has evolved drastically and grown exponentially since its inception.
There is a great potential for research to uncover the ever changing nature of teaching online. In
the previous section, experiences of the faculty teaching online courses examined in prior studies
were reviewed through a systematic literature review. The review yielded valuable input in terms
of not only what was found, but also what research methodologies were implemented. The
review demonstrated majority of the studies were quantitative until 2010; however, since 2010,
researchers started to utilize the richness and depth of qualitative studies. It was also seen that a
qualitative research design utilizing more than just interviews yielded richer and more
trustworthy findings. The findings from all studies demonstrated that there was still a gap to
uncover what the faculty experience while they designed and taught online courses. Although it
was very important to explore what the faculty experienced while they designed and taught their
online courses due to never ending changes of the online platforms and their affordances, the
major and more specific gap in the literature was to identify what strategies the online faculty
used to design and teach online courses.
I believed the knowledge that a qualitative research design with two major sources of
data would help to better describe online faculty members’ course design and teaching online
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experiences would contribute a better understanding of the phenomenon as well as the strategies
the faculty members used to combat the challenges emerging due to the nature of online
platforms. It was also essential to investigate this phenomenon through the lens of a theoretical
framework that would help to contextualize the knowledge to be gained and make more
meaningful sense of the findings for implications for both theory and pedagogy. Therefore, the
study was embarked with the following ungirding research questions:
1. What are the faculty members' experiences teaching online courses?
2. What strategies/approaches related to three types of interaction do the faculty who teach
online courses use as they design their online courses?
3. What strategies/approaches related to three types of interaction do the faculty who teach
online courses use as they teach?
4. What challenges related to three types of interaction do the faculty members who teach
online courses face as they teach, and what strategies do they implement?

Research Design
This study examined faculty members’ lived experiences in distance education by using
multiple case study approach. There are several different definitions of what a case study
research method is. According to Stake (1995), case study is “the study of the particularity and
complexity of a single case, coming to understand its activity within important circumstances”
(p. xi). In Merriam’s (2009) terms, case study is “an in-depth description and analysis of a
bounded system” (40). Yin (2008), on the other hand, defines it as “an empirical inquiry that
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investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the
boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (p. 18).
Meriam (2009) posits that of all these definitions for case study research method, one
major defining characteristic is common—“delimiting the object of study, the case” (p. 40). Yin
(2003) explains that case studies are used in many various contexts to help improve “our
knowledge of individual, group, organizational, social, political, and related phenomena” (p. 1).
The common aim in using case studies in all these situations comes from “the desire to
understand complex social phenomena” (2). Stake (1995) also points out that in education and
social services, we aim to understand mostly people and programs. We attempt to understand the
ways they are similar or unique. The examples of cases may include a single person, a child, a
teacher, a group, an institution, a community, or a specific policy (Meriam, 2009; Stake, 1995),
but they take place “in a bounded context” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 25). The bounded
context for the current study is distance education at a southern state university in the US.
Meriam (2009) also underlines that it is not the topic of study that determines whether it is a case
study or not, but the unit analysis. Unit analysis can be experiences, or culture of a particular
social group.
Case studies can be categorized according to their designs as single case study or
multiple–case study design (Yin, 2003). There are also other terms used to refer to using multiple
case study design: “collective case studies; cross-case; multicase, or multisite studies; or
comparative case studies” (Meriam, 2009, p. 49). Using multiple case study design allows the
researcher to be able to collect and analyze data from several cases. Using multiple case study
design, though more challenging than single case study design because of time and resource
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constraints, is more likely to yield more compelling evidence; therefore, it will be more robust
(Herriot & Firestone, 1983; Meriam, 2009; Miles & Huberman, 1994).
Case studies can also be identified and categorized according to the research interest as
intrinsic and instrumental (Meriam, 2009). Intrinsic case studies are undertaken when the
researcher has a personal interest in the particular case (Stake, 1995). Whereas instrumental case
studies are conducted in order to examine “mainly to provide insight into an issue or to redraw a
generalization. The case is of secondary interest, it plays a supportive role, and it facilitates our
understanding of something else” (p.437).
Meriam (2009) further defines case studies as to their special features. These are
particularistic, heuristic, and descriptive. Particularistic case studies refer to a focus on “a
particular situation, event, program, or phenomenon” (p. 43). Due to its intensive focus on
situations, it is accepted to be “an especially good design for practical problems—for questions,
situations, or puzzling occurrences arising from everyday practice” (p. 43). Heuristic pertains to
case studies aiming at enlightening the reader and broadening what the reader understands about
the phenomena. Descriptive case studies yield rich, thick descriptions of the phenomenon
(Meriam, 2009).
In the current study, the researcher adopted Merriam’s (2009) definition of case study as
it emphasized the detailed descriptive nature of the case study I wanted. The unit of analysis in
the present study’s context was faculty members’ experience in teaching online courses with
respect to Michael Moore’s three types of interaction framework at a southern state university.
Despite the volume and time intensiveness of multiple cases, I also wanted to use multiple case
study design believing that I would be able to collect more data to yield more compelling
evidence, as a result of which the findings would be more robust. As the study started because of
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personal interest in what the faculty experienced when they taught online, I adopted intrinsic
case study. To put it in a nutshell, the current study was a multiple intrinsic descriptive case
study.
Research Setting
The study was conducted at a southeastern US research state university. More
specifically the study was conducted within the college of education, where many faculty
members offered both face-to-face and online courses. The focus was only on online courses
faculty members offered.
Research Participants
A total of six faculty members teaching in different programs were selected from the
faculty of education at a southeastern state university in the US. Meriam (2009) informs that
there are two levels of sampling for case studies. First, the researcher has to identify “the case,
the bounded system, the unit of analysis,” which informs about the criterion to be used, and then
do a sampling within the case (p. 81). This piece of information in mind, the researcher used
criterion sampling method. Patton (2002) explains that the essence of criterion sampling is “to
review and study all cases that meet some predetermined criterion of importance,” (p. 238).
Thus, the participants were selected based on the criteria formed to determine the eligibility of
the participants. For the present, first of all, the case already identified the data needed to be
collected on the lived experiences of the faculty members teaching online courses and the
bounded context was a southeastern state university. Therefore, the first criterion was the
participants would be faculty members teaching online courses. Since the experiences of the
faculty members and other personnel such as teaching assistants were different because of, for
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instance, administrative work, amount of teaching, number of students and tenure track, the
participants were selected among the faculty members only. Polkinghorne (1989) maintains that
it is essential for the participants to have significant and meaningful amount of experience of the
phenomenon explored in order for the researcher to study the essence of their experiences.
Therefore, the second criterion for eligibility included level of experience in teaching online
courses. The participants were required to have designed and taught at least two online courses.
It was also considered important to select faculty who were teaching at least one online course
during the semester the study was conducted. The reason for this was, as the interviews related to
faculty members’ experiences, teaching an online course while the interviews were being
conducted would be helpful for participants to provide richer data.
Patton (2002) explains that in response to several questions regarding how many
participants would be “large enough to achieve maximum variation,” the reply is it depends as no
rule exists for how many participants are required for qualitative studies. However, since the
study is designed as a case study, Creswell’s (1998) recommendation of five to twenty-five
participants as the best number of participants for case studies was taken into consideration. For
the present study, considering the number of interviews to be conducted, and course site
observations to be made, and the intensity of the data analysis, six participants were included.
A total of six participants were included in this study (see Table 20). Ciara taught online
for eight years. She taught graduate level asynchronous courses during the time of the interview.
She received training on online education. The second participant, Dale, was the most
experienced in teaching online with 12 years. At the time of the interview, she taught two
graduate level courses. One was face-to-face and the other was asynchronous with 2 optional
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synchronous audio conference sessions. She received training, but she shared it was not related
to teaching online. Everything she knew was self-taught. Harvard was just recruited in the
department he worked. He taught one graduate level asynchronous course and two face-to-face
undergraduate courses. He had 2 or 3 years of online teaching experience. He did not receive
training, but in one of the courses he took he studied online education, which he stated was
theory-driven. Nathan taught 3 online courses and at the time of the interview, he allowed me to
observe his undergraduate level asynchronous course. He received training after teaching his first
course and shared that he learnt some basic strategies there. Nicole taught online for 5 years, and
she taught both undergraduate and graduate courses online. She taught undergraduate level
asynchronous course at the time of the interview, but she also had experience teaching
synchronous courses at graduate levels. She received training, but it was about the learning
management system. She stated to have learnt how to teach online herself. Richard taught online
for five years and he taught graduate level courses asynchronously. He received training;
however, much of what he knew about teaching online was because of his research and his
students’ feedback.

Table 20. Summary of the Background Information about the Participating Faculty
Name
Ciara
Dale
Harvard

Online teaching
experience
8 years
12 years
2 or 3 years

Nathan

3 courses

Nicole

5 years

Richard

5 years

Graduate /
Undergraduate level
Graduate level
Graduate level
Undergraduate /
graduate
Undergraduate /
graduate
Undergraduate /
graduate
Graduate
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Asynchronous /
Synchronous
Asynchronous
Synchronous
Asynchronous

Training

Asynchronous

X

Asynchronous /
Synchronous
Asynchronous

X

X
X
-

X

Data Collection Tools
Yin (2003) lists sources of evidence for case studies, and includes documentation,
archival records, interviews, direct observations, participant observation and physical artifacts.
Stake (1995) talks about observations, interviews and document reviews as sources of data for
case study research design. Interviews can help the participants to describe their experiences.
These descriptions “can be explored, illuminated and probed” by the researcher as he can ask
reflections and clarification; request more illustrations and detailed depictions (Flood, 2010, p.
11). In order to be able to provide a rich and complete picture of the faculty members’ lived
experiences in designing and teaching online courses, it was necessary to have more than one
data collection method as each method had its own merits. Since the study was a multiple case
study, the best and most commonly recommended methods were utilized: interviews, and
observations.
Interviews
I gathered data about the interviewees’ experiences with the phenomenon being
investigated through a sequence of two semi-structured interviews, and followed the guidelines
in Kvale and Brinkmann (2009). The reason for picking semi-structured interviews was, as
Kvale and Brinkmann (2009) explained, a semi-structured interview aims at understanding
everyday world themes depicted by the interviewees. The two interviews were similar to an
everyday conversation; however, they differed significantly in many respects since the
conversations revolved around the faculty members’ professional practice. We had a purpose,
specific approach and design. The way the semi-structured interviews were conducted was
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driven by an interview guide with focused themes and suggested questions and intentional room
for openness. Moustakas (1994) recommended that broad questions be used to facilitate the
interviews in order to gather “rich, vital, substantive descriptions of the co-researcher’s
experience of the phenomenon” (p. 116). Therefore, I asked broad questions but thematicallyrelated questions in both interviews. Before forming the questions, I reviewed the literature and
came up with some ideas. Then I collaborated with my supervisor in making sure that the
questions were useful in looking for replies for the research questions and were easy to
understand for the interviewees. Then, I implemented mock interview with an online faculty
member and sought an expert’s opinion. Finally, we confirmed the effectiveness of the questions.
Although the questions were sequenced thematically as the interviews proceeded I felt the
freedom to change the place of the questions or added some other questions that could help the
faculty members to go into more details and help me understand their point of view better. There
were specific moments I needed clarifications or examples so I asked for clarification or
examples.
The first interview was, first of all, trying to get to know the faculty members; and there
were questions about how long they taught online, their general perceptions of online education,
their motivation, their teaching online experiences, the challenges they faced, what strategies
they formed to combat the challenges, what strategies they used to design their online course,
and their satisfaction teaching online courses.
The second interview was more about the observed courses. I asked about how they felt
about the course, how they felt about the way they designed their courses, if they encountered
any challenges, if the challenges were due to the course design, if so how they resolved the
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problems, if they were happy with the course design and if they made any changes to the course.
There were also questions from the observations such as how they orchestrated the interaction
between students and themselves, among the students and students with content. I tried to elicit
as much information as I could about the courses I observed and tried to clarify any points that I
felt I needed more information. It was essential especially when I needed the faculty
explanations for, for instance, why they used the group discussions but not whole class
discussions, or why they used or did not use the announcements, or the sort of feedback they
provided to their students.
Observations
The second data collection method was online course observations. The reasons why the
observations were used for were because Stake (1995) contended that observations lead to
“greater understanding of the case” (p. 60) and Patton (2002) explained that the observations
provided a chance to the researcher to “see things that may routinely escape awareness among
the people in the setting” (p. 262). This was useful because sometimes the participants assume
you know the context and talk about their experiences as if you know what they say. I had a
similar experience when I observed the course. I could see their design visually and their words
made more meaning to me. It also helped to identify what things I needed more information
about. Patton (2002) also underlined the value of direct observations as observations provided a
great opportunity for the researcher to be able to describe the setting where the activities took
place, the participants in these activities, and the meanings of what was observed from the
perspective of the people observed. He highly recommended that the descriptions of the
observations should present factual information; the descriptions should be accurate, and
“thorough without being cluttered by irrelevant minutiae and trivia” (p. 262).
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Therefore, with the aim of gathering more data and the opportunity to be able to enrich
the descriptions, direct observations were conducted in the online courses the faculty members
designed and taught. I used an observation tool that was adapted from Lou, Bernard and Abrami
(2006). The tool was modified with the first author because the older version included older
media examples and some of the things were not clear as to course design. The final version of
the adapted tool was very structured, and basically allowed to observe how the course design
helped to facilitate the learner-content, learner-teacher, and learner-learner interaction. The tool
had the three types of interaction pattern, the features of the course, descriptions of each
available feature and course observation sections. It was important to have this tool as it provided
opportunities to ask further questions to the faculty as to why they designed the course the way it
was, and using specific features were selected or not selected. There were several instances in the
second interview that were brought up just because the observation provided the opportunity. For
instance, I had the opportunity to ask three of the participating faculty members why the course
modules were nested on pages and how the learners interacted with content and what they did to
submit assignments or do the class discussions. Another example was why the faculty members
created home pages, or why they created course orientation modules, etc.
Researcher Log
In addition to the data collection tools, I also kept records of all the activities done all
throughout the data collection and analysis process. These records included details of the
interviews listing participating faculty members’ pseudonyms, interview place, time and context.
Moreover, the researcher’s analytical thoughts, meeting notes with the supervising professor, and
meeting notes with participating members. Finally, it included thoughts, notes and important
decisions taken during data analysis process.
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Data Collection Procedure
The whole process of getting IRB approval, finding and interviewing the faculty, and
online course observations took place between late September and early December in 2015. Prior
to initializing the data collection for the current research study, the researcher sought Institutional
Review Board (IRB) approval from the IRB at the University of South Florida. Once the
approval was granted in late October, the data collection process started with looking for eligible
faculty members in October, 2015. The researcher checked the online courses offered for Fall,
2015 on Oasis. Once the courses were located, and a list of faculty members teaching those
courses were identified, a recruitment e-mail was sent to the faculty members with the details of
the study such as the aim of the study, data collection methods, and how much time commitment
the whole process would require on the volunteering faculty. Upon hearing from the faculty that
they were willing to participate, the second e-mail was sent asking them when and where they
would like to meet, and they were also informed that they could have a meeting just to discuss
the details of the study if they felt the need. Four faculty members responded to the first e-mail
and so they received the second e-mail. I had a meeting with the first faculty member and the
first participating faculty member liked the study, and we conducted the first interview. At the
end of the meeting, he said he liked the study and wanted to invite another colleague to
participate; and then he sent an e-mail to one of his colleagues requesting that he took part in the
study if he had time. The response was quick and participation was warranted. Thus I conducted
the first interview with him as well. In the meantime, the first interviews with the other three email respondents also started. I was able to include one other faculty member as I knew him
since he supervised us a year ago for one of the courses we taught.
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The interviews took place at faculty members’ offices and the times of the first and
second interviews were a week apart. Both interviews were audio-recorded. As it was stated in
the first e-mail and during the first interview, I requested access to one of their online courses so
that I could do some observation regarding only the course design. Four faculty allowed me to
observe one of their previous courses as in the observer status so that I could not have any access
to other content than the course design and course content. One professor accepted to put me in a
common shell she used from where she imported the course content and where I could see the
whole course design. The last faculty members put me in his current course in the observer status
so that I had access to course, and could observe the course design. Upon completing the first
interview with any faculty, we decided on the second interview date, and this was mostly a week
after from the first interview. During the time between the two interviews, I had a chance to
observe the online course designs and identified some elements that I needed to ask during the
second interview. These were mostly due to the fact that I did not have access to some segments
of the course such as discussions on the discussion board so I had to ask what sort of strategies
they implemented to orchestrate the interaction, what sort of discussions the learners had,
whether the faculty participated in the discussions, what sort of feedback the faculty provided,
whether they implemented a whole class or group discussion. Therefore, I had the opportunity to
ask more about online course design-related questions, and had clarifications, examples, and
explanations on the course design and implementations.
Once the interviews and observations were completed, a long and exhausting process of
data analysis started.
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Data Analysis
Yin (2003) informs that analyzing case study data is difficult as there are no well-defined
strategies and techniques. For this reason, the procedure to be followed was based on the analysis
strategies and techniques from both Merriam and Tisdell (2016) and Miles, Huberman and
Saldana (2014) to the extent that contributed to richer and in-depth understanding of the cases
individually and across the cases.
The analysis of the data actually started at the time of the interviews and course
observations. Once each first interview was completed, I listened to the audio-recording, and
jotted down some of the key phrases or codes that I believed were important in understanding the
participants’ experiences. Listening to the first interview and preparing the initial coding also
helped to familiarize me with the data at hand; identify the extent of my data, whether it was
adequate or needed more clarification, or whether I could find some examples from the course
observations that I could bring up during the second interview to ask for clarification,
explanations and more examples. The second step took place while doing the online course
observations. In addition to taking notes on the structured observation tool, I also attempted to
see if there were any pieces of information I could use to support or modify the codes I created.
Moreover, as stated before, I had the opportunity to find samples of some topics covered in the
first interview; however, I felt the need to clarify that I really was on the right track, and would
able to describe the event as accurately as possible. Therefore, during the second interviews, I
brought up these topics and asked for clarification or more examples. This acted almost like
member check and increased the trustworthiness of my analysis even before I started to analyze
each case with all the materials combined.
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Upon finishing the interviews, the audio-recordings were transcribed manually using
Microsoft Word. I collected all the data together for each case. As it was advised in multiple case
study analysis, each case should be treated as a single unit, and analyzed individually (Merriam
& Tisdell, 2016; Miles, Huberman, & Saldana, 2014), for each case, I followed the same
strategies.
In the first cycle of data analysis, I started with reading over and over my notes, my
initial codes, course observations, and interview data, and took notes on the sides; I created the
first codes. Miles, Huberman and Saldana (2014) maintain that there are 25 approaches of coding
and the researcher can stick to more than one approach. As I read again and again, I realized that
I needed several approaches of coding so I used holistic coding, descriptive coding, process
coding, and emotion coding. I started with holistic coding as Miles, Huberman and Saldana
(2014) stated that holistic coding approach could be adopted when the researcher had some
general knowledge about what was being investigated. Holistic coding was not a line by line
coding. It could include a half page long data or even larger. I used holistic coding as the first
step since I already had a general idea as to what I was investigating due to my own experiences
as an online instructor, and more importantly as I had done an extensive systematic literature
review of prior studies on online faculty experiences. Therefore, the first step of coding, holistic
coding, worked as preparation for the second cycle of coding where I would try to identify what
details could be coded further to enrich the descriptions to be made later. Some examples of
holistic coding included motivation, satisfaction, and online course design.
During the second step of the first cycle of coding, I read the data again, and used a
mixture of codes-- descriptive coding, process coding, emotion coding-- as they seemed to
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contribute to a more detailed description and understanding of each case after holistic coding.
Using different coding approaches together was also reported to be appropriate when the codes
blended well (Miles, Huberman, & Saldana, 2014). Descriptive coding included labeling the
sections with nouns to help make better sense of the data for future descriptions. Examples from
the study were discussion boards or announcements, which went under the holistic coded section
of online course design and implementation. Process coding encompassed using gerunds for
describing actions of the processes such as designing an online course, which included sub-codes
as using media: using visuals, using pdf files, etc. Emotion coding was labeling the emotions like
in the current study “love” for “I love teaching online,” or satisfied for “I am pretty satisfied with
online teaching.” As I completed the coding, I went back to the codes and created a list of codes.
Later, I tried to structure the codes and create unity among the codes so that I could be sure that
the codes related to each other and could help me see the patterns.
When the first cycle of analysis, coding, was completed with structuring the codes and
creating related codes list, I started the second cycle of coding. I looked for certain patterns
among the codes to be able to tie the codes to create meaningful themes. Then, I created the
themes, and I checked if they made sense and could really suffice to describe each unit or cluster
of codes I created. I also checked if I was able to describe the experiences of the faculty as
meaningfully as possible, and if the names I assigned to the themes made sense. The second
cycle of coding was very important since as I analyzed each case individually, I started to see the
common themes and directions that would help me to complete the cross analysis. At this stage,
it also appeared to me that I had the feeling that the some of the themes seemed foreign to other
themes, very loosely connected. Therefore, I had to go back to the research questions to check if
these themes were of concern and also checked how else codes for themes could be analyzed.
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Once the themes were formed, I re-read the data with codes and themes located. In order
to portray an interesting, credible and trustworthy picture of each case, I tried to provide
evidence in form of excerpts of data / quotes, and told the stories the participants shared. I also
supported the report by making references to their online courses that I observed.
As I finished writing up the narrative descriptions of each single case, I started the crosscase analysis. This section, compared to single case analysis, was easier since I already defined
the themes in each case. Therefore, I checked the overarching themes among the cases, and tried
to see the similarities and differences in faculty experiences in designing and teaching online
courses. Then, I created tables of the themes to visually describe where the cases were similar
and where they differed. I also added narrative descriptions in order to extend the content, and
elaborated on the similarities and differences to be able to make it easier for the readers to make
meaning out of visual representation aligned with narrative descriptions.
Although the data collected through observation tool was used from the beginning of the
analysis process as I had benefited from the data for the second interviews, coding the data,
identifying the themes, and giving examples from the online courses, it was important to add a
separate section for the categorical data collected through a very structured observation tool. The
data was already collected and organized categorically; therefore, the analysis was only needed
to be performed to compare and contrast the multiple cases according to the categories created
within the observation tool. The cross-case analysis of the categorical data was essential as it
helped to visualize how the online faculty designed their online courses. The tool had three main
categories which aligned with according to Michael Moore’s (1989) Three Types of Interaction
Framework. The categories were learner-content interaction, learner-learner interaction, and
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learner-teacher interaction. The categorical data was important to describe how the faculty
designed the course to orchestrate each interaction to better understand the faculty effort, time
and energy exerted for the design and implementation of an online course with some evidence
from their online courses.

Quality and Credibility of the Present Qualitative Inquiry

Similar to all works of research, the issues regarding trustworthiness and the credibility
needed to be acknowledged for the present study. According to Glesne (2006), in qualitative
studies, the validity of a qualitative study adheres to that study’s rigor. It means that the findings
are the end product of the proper practice of methods. The design of this research was multiple
case study. The method of data collection was done carefully; the interviews questions were
formed and confirmed with an expert. Then, the interviews were conducted as described and
advised by Kvale and Brinkmann (2009) and Moustakas (1994). The observation tool was
adapted from Lou, Bernard and Abrami (2006), a previously used reliable tool. The observation
tool was modified with the first author of the original article. The data analysis followed clear
guidelines. I did not attempt to make generalizations through the case study. The aim of this case
study was to attempt to gain a greater understanding, and to be able to describe the concerned
phenomenon as detailed as possible. As a result, it aimed to draw the picture of what it meant to
design and teach a course in a bounded context, online environment. The results of this study
cannot be overgeneralized to other contexts although they can be used to inform about the
phenomenon. In this study, it was my duty to stay faithful to the methods of data analysis of
multiple case study during the data analysis.
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To increase trustworthiness and credibility of the data, I collected data via two interviews
and an online course observation. This ensured there was multiple sources of evidence, as a
result of which triangulation of the data was achieved. In addition, to increase trustworthiness
and credibility of the findings I also asked a peer to check the analysis of one case, and we crosschecked the findings from that case. Finally, I also shared the findings of the study with the
participants, and five out of six faculty members replied back saying what I presented in the
findings was accurate. The sixth one did not reply back to e-mails requesting member review.

Ethical Considerations

As the study attempted to explore professional experiences of adult faculty members, it
was envisioned that there would not be any concerns related to ethical issues. However, the
participants were asked to sign a consent form prior to the study. Through this consent form, I
informed the research participants about the purpose of the study, design features, possible risks
and benefits as well as the right to withdraw from the study anytime they wanted to (Kvale &
Brinkmann, 2009). In this study, I also informed the participants about the details of the study
such as confidentiality, who would be able to access the interview materials, and as suggested by
Kvale and Brinkmann (2009), the participants also had access to the transcriptions and analyses
of the study. After the analysis was completed, I also provided the participants with the findings
regarding themselves, and asked if there was any information that we needed to talk about or
needed to remove from the study. Five out of six participating faculty members confirmed the
findings, and shared that they agreed with the findings. The sixth participant did not respond to
the e-mail so I could not get the member check from that participant.
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Another ethical issue that was dealt with was confidentiality. Any information exposing
identities of the participants was confidential, and pseudonyms were used to refer to the
participants within the study (Cilesiz, 2011; Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009) in order to protect their
identities. Fictitious names were used to refer to the locations or other concerning objects which
might give away the identities of the participants.

Limitations

One of the limitations that influenced the study was the amount of time and resources.
The researcher tried to work with as many faculty members as possible due to faculty members’
schedules, workload or motivation in participating in the study. Time also posed a challenge on
the researcher as he took on several roles and catching up with between these roles may not be
possible. The study required constant analysis of the data as detailed as possible. It might be too
detailed or little detailed was a constant thought while writing up the data analysis. Balancing the
amount to a satisfactory level was a challenge and guidance and peer review alleviated this issue.
Another issue related to data analysis was researcher bias. It might be inevitable or not evident to
the researcher that the data analysis was somehow influenced by the background of the
researcher. However, this was also expected to be minimized if not eliminated through the use of
several sources of evidence, and peer reviewer.

Conclusion

This chapter presented the methodology to be used in the study. First, the reasons for why
a descriptive multiple case study design was chosen were explained in detail. Next, it dwelled on
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the methods describing the setting, participants, methods of data collection and data analysis.
Finally, considerations of trustworthiness and credibility, ethics and limitations were explained.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS: ANALYSES OF EACH SINGLE CASE

This chapter gives detailed analysis of each faculty members’ lived experiences and
provided individual response to the first research question, “What are the faculty members'
experiences teaching online courses?” In each case, a short description of the faculty background
information was provided. This information included how long the faculty taught online, whether
they received training or not, what factors motivated them to teach online and how satisfying
they found teaching online. Each case also included detailed information about how the faculty
designed and taught online courses. The details included what strategies they implemented. Each
case was presented in alphabetical order.

Ciara

Ciara has taught online courses for 8 years. When she transitioned to teach online
courses, she worked with the faculty technology support group that offered technical support for
instructors who wanted to put a face-to-face course into the online venue. They provided a lot of
support in terms of technology and ideas about what teaching online was all about. She learned a
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great deal about different kinds of software programs and different kinds of techniques that she
could use. She attended webinars and workshops to learn how to use different software
programs. Since then, she has been designing and developing her courses on her own.
Ciara explained that she was motivated by the novelty of the platform when she decided
to teach online courses. She perceived it as a challenge that she wanted to explore and see the
possibilities it offered. She was still motivated to teach online, and she stated teaching online
motivated her as she explained:
I find it [teaching online] provides an opportunity for me to really give students a chance
to learn using their strengths and their interests. I am able to provide different avenues to
UDL techniques to have multiple ways to look at the content, multiple ways to interact
with the content and interact with each other. I really am able to get to know the students
a lot more deeply I feel.
Ciara found teaching online very satisfying, and gave it 10 out of 10, and re-iterated
“getting to know the students on a deeper level” as a major contributing factor. She felt that she
was able to understand her students’ “circumstances, their classroom, their students, their
struggles that they’re having currently in their classroom, and how they are thinking about it. It
just gives me an opportunity to understand them at a deeper level.” She added only two factors
would increase her satisfaction with teaching online, “more time” and “institutional support” in
terms of making new software programs available, continued workshops about online teaching
and software uses.
Ciara also said she believed that there was a definite place for online education, and it
would continue to grow as it really opened up possibilities of learning to many more people. She
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illustrated the case saying many of her graduate students were not in the immediate area where
she offered the course, so they would not be able to take the current course if they were to come
to campus. She also added “when you are able to open up to many more people, you get more
diverse group of students from different districts and states with a lot more different ideas.” She
believed having diverse group of students provided a richer discussion and sharing.
As she compared teaching online versus face-to-face, she stated that “it is a give and take.
There are negatives and positives.” She illustrated the case in the context of a discussion activity
in her current course and referred to how temporal and physical distance impacted the interaction
and the learning experience:
When a student is in the course and interacting with others through the discussion portal,
it’s not immediate. Umm so they may be posting an idea that, on the discussion board,
that they’ve tried in the classroom and they’re posting it for feedback from their peers in
the course. And so that may not be immediate. They may not get a response for a day or
two from the classmates. Umm so then they have to go back to that place of their thinking
when they get that feedback and remember what they were thinking and re-immerse
themselves in it, so it, in that way, it’s not immediate.
But then on the other hand, she thought that also provided students with a better opportunity to
really think through, and take their time to process before they posted something. She explained
in the case of a face-to-face class discussion; however:
Many times in classroom, you have a discussion, you won’t have everybody participate.
Umm there are some students who are still processing what they are thinking about.
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They’re thinking about application but they don’t have all their thoughts together yet in
order to be able to fully participate in a discussion, an activity or so forth.
As Ciara shared her online course design experiences, she stated that she liked to make
the course user friendly with a consistent format for the students because she wanted their
learning to be the focus; she did not want the format to get in the way of students’ learning. She
did not want them to have to search for things. She designed her course in ways that her students
“know up front where everything is” so that they did not have to worry about it. She maintained
that a consistent format helped to make everything very explicit, and helped to eliminate the
students’ questions. She said:
Umm the fact that it is laid out in a way that’s user-friendly, again, I don’t get a lot of
those technical kinds of questions “where is so and so and so? How can I find this? How
do I access this?” I don’t get all of that. So that saves time. So, yes, the layout helps.
She achieved this consistency through designing all of her courses using a module
approach, which meant she chunked the content into modules. When she created the modules,
she took into consideration the diverse backgrounds of students as they were all teachers and
might be teaching different subject matters. She gave them choices within the content area to
pick a module that best suited what they were teaching so that it became more contextual for
them. Her students’ interaction with the content in the modules was enriched with interactive
slide presentations, images, links to websites, book chapters, articles, word documents, excel
spreadsheets.
She explained “I use UDL, differentiated instruction within that a constructivist type of
approach where the students really have to interact with the content and make meaning
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themselves and apply it.” She designed asynchronous discussion board activities that helped the
students to take the content, the concepts in the module and think about them within their own
professional practice, and apply it in the classrooms. Then, they would come back to the
discussion board activity and share their experiences and ideas with others, and give feedback to
others about their ideas. Therefore, they managed to form a learning community. She illustrated
how her students appreciated each other’s work as they said, “I never thought of that!”
Talking about designing the assessment, she maintained that she designed formative and
summative assessments. The discussion board activities she created functioned as formative
assessment where students applied the concepts or skills they learnt in that module. She
emphasized that these formal assessments helped her to give feedback to her students to help
them learn more. For summative assessment, she designed a culminating final project in which
they put in all they learnt together. She maintained that the formal assessments and the extensive
feedback she provided prepared her students for their final project.
Her course design also showed that she encouraged learner-instructor interaction by
providing several means to reach her. In addition to e-mail, they were welcomed to call her on
the phone, via Skype or get appointment to meet her in person. She also created a discussion
board for “general course discussion,” where students could post their questions. This discussion
board provided an arena for not only learner-teacher interaction, but also learner-learner
interaction as they all could see their peers’ questions, reply to them, view the instructor’s
responses, and share their ideas and resources all throughout the semester.
The only challenge Ciara saw in designing an online course was time. She stated that it
took a lot of time to do what she wanted to do in her online courses in terms of software
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applications, putting the course all together such as adding resources and making sure the
students had multiple ways to interact with the content and multiple ways of expression. She
added that it was always more time intensive to develop a course from scratch and teach it.
However, if she taught it before, she had everything developed so she only had to tweak it, and
add to it. Then, she would make the changes before the semester started based on the data she got
from the previous time she taught the course. The data she used would come from records of the
feedback she gave to each student, and she would also go back from year to year on each module
and look at the types of issues arising, and the types of feedback that she got. She said:
And if there’s an area that I see a lot of students are having difficulty in that I may tweak
the content a little bit in that area. If I get issues about students not really connecting the
content to what they are doing professionally in their classrooms, they aren’t making that
application connection, then I’ll think about “How can I help them make that
connection?” and that’s one of the reasons [referring to the course I observed] I now have
that choice option so that they can connect to their content area in the course. So things
like that… I use data to make decisions about the tweaks I make.
She exemplified the case with the current course I observed saying she made a few
tweaks to the course to give students more choices in the course to cater for the needs of her
diverse students. She explained why she made the changes:
So they are teaching a lot of different subject matters because they are …..
teachers. So they might be teaching math, they might be teaching reading, they might be
teaching social studies. So within the content area, I have modules on content assessment,
and so I gave them choices within those modules to pick a module that best suited what
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they were teaching so it really became more contextual for them. I think it worked out
well.
As compared to face-to-face, she found designing an online course similar with the
exception of preparing the course materials in advance in the online course, but in a face-to-face
course, she did not have to have everything out there for the students right from the beginning of
the semester.
Ciara also depicted how she taught online and reported that once the semester started, she
opened the whole course to the students. After the course was open to the students, she did not
make any changes in the course structure and assignments. She took it almost like a contract with
the students. She only added additional resources if she found that her students asked a lot of
questions about a particular issue they were interested in and that she did not anticipate.
Ciara explained the reason to open the course whole course up-front was because she
liked to allow her students to “look ahead, move ahead, and re-visit things in the course.” She
liked to allow her students to be able to have an overview of the course so that they could make
connections within the course content. She shared her experience giving an example:
Within module 2, when we’re covering a concept, and it’s building on something that’s
going to come later, I will say that “and we’re going to explore this further in Module 5,
and you may want to jump ahead, and look at it if you want more information now.
She mentioned, however, the students always had to stay on track with the rest of the
class in order to be able to interact with their classmates so that they could form a learning
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community. All the course activities had due dates so students could keep track of what they had
to do when.
Ciara liked to make herself present in the course through facilitation of the course, giving
feedback, facilitating the interaction so that her students could concentrate on constructing the
knowledge, not on her as an expert telling them. One of the tools she used to facilitate the
interaction was through announcements. She made announcements mostly at the beginning of
the semester to inform everyone in the course about the course, and then at the end of the
semester to call everybody together as a group to close out. She might also make an
announcement during the course if an issue came up such as some kind of feedback on an issue
that everyone in the course would benefit from. Other than these, a lot of her interaction with the
students was individual in the form of feedback she provided to them.
She also used discussion board activities to facilitate her students’ learning by
encouraging learner-learner interaction and learner-content interaction. She shared that the
discussion board was a formative type of arena in which her learners found chances to formulate
ideas and work through them and improve them, and try things out. She pointed out that it was
not a discussion board in which they were just reading something, and she was checking on the
discussion board to make sure they read it. She explained her graduate students who were all
teachers “are taking that module content, they’re thinking about it, they’re processing it and then
they are thinking about how to apply it in their classroom, and they apply it, then they come back
to the discussion board and post their ideas about that. And so then they get feedback from
others.” This was a constant discussion so they got different ideas from each other, and they
appreciated the opportunity since it was about application and evaluation, which she stated to
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increase student participation in the discussions. She maintained that “I don’t really have an issue
of people not posting because they want to post their ideas to get feedback and get feed and get
ideas from others.” Since discussion board was about “an application in their classroom that
they’re working through.” the students knew that the discussion board was “a formative type of
arena in which this is their chance to formulate ideas and work through them and improve them,
and try things out.” Therefore, they also knew “I’m looking for the answer or the correct answer
on the discussion board. That’s not what that’s all about.” Another strategy she used in some of
the discussion board activities was to change the discussion board setting to “Users must post
before seeing replies,” when she wanted them to formulate their own ideas before seeing others’.
Therefore, the students had to post first in order to be able to see what their friends posted. In the
other module discussions, the discussion board was open. She stated she did not really have an
issue of people not posting because they wanted to post their ideas to get feedback and get ideas
from others. Thus, she thought it really became a learning community.
Ciara did not get involved in the discussion board activities because she found when she
got involved in the discussion board, it shut down the discussion. The students would stop
discussing. Therefore, instead, she gave extensive individual feedback to each student. Her
feedback included comments about their ideas suggesting new possible ways they could think
about things, giving them additional resources to help further them in their application and
problem solving.

Dale

Dale was the primary faculty member in the degree program she taught. In 12 years of
her teaching experience in the program, she taught almost all her classes online and only two
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face-to-face courses. Currently, she taught MA courses online and PhD courses face-to-face.
When she described her role in the program, she shared that she was only faculty member, and
therefore, she designed all the courses. She mentioned that there were occasionally some adjunct
faculty hired to teach the courses she created. She added she encouraged the adjuncts to use the
courses she created; however, they could also develop their own courses. The adjunct faculty
often found what she developed very helpful and used them.
Dale first started to teach online because it was the job requirement. The program was
moved from face-to-face to online because of the market demand to reach out to more people.
She explained “I needed to teach online to sustain the program.” She shared that her initial
motivation was getting “tenured and promoted. And so a lot of it was very self-centered. I had to
do things that are going to keep me here. And then, once I got over that, then I could actually
turn my focus more probably more appropriately to my students.” She contended that she was
now motivated to “get better just because I want to do a better job!” She explained that her
current motivation “is not only are they [her students] mastering the content, but also how am I
seeing that this is making a difference in schools where these people work.” She admitted that
teaching online was good for her as it was convenient, and helped her to compartmentalize as she
worked at a research university and her research was extensive. She said she liked her research
and teaching, and she wanted to be good at both. She did not feel any pressure because of online
teaching load or because of her research. She even found teaching online convenient and flexible
for doing research. She explained the convenience she enjoyed as followed:
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I don’t have people walking in my office all the time. My students are never on campus.
They live all over the state, I have one in Germany. They’re not going to drop in. So, they
need to talk to me, it’s by appointment and so I can have a Skype or or whatever.
Dale also added that teaching online was very satisfying and mostly convenient, and she would
give it 7 or 8 out of ten. She explained that she would enjoy it more if she had more face-to-face
interactions with her students. She explained her online students were MA students and the
content was very much what she was very interested. If she could teach her same students faceto-face for Ph.D. degree with the same content area, then, “I’d really love. That would be the best
of all worlds.” She added that having more interactions with her students would contribute to her
satisfaction in teaching online. She talked about how she appreciated her experience with oneon-one Skype conference with one of her face-to-face students, and she would love to have more
of that to “meet my interpersonal need to connect with students, and we get to see each other and
talk.” Despite the distance in time and place, Dale was still able to see her and give individual
feedback. She contended that the student also appreciated the opportunity. She said she would
love to build those into her online courses, and she was planning to have “more individualized
meetings” with both her online and face-to-face students “to tell you what I think is going well
for you. Let me suggest some areas for you to work on,” and “that [having individualized
meetings] would meet learning goals and my need for satisfaction of having that greater bond
with them.”
Dale also shared that her satisfaction teaching online would increase if the online
instructors were recognized and appreciated more both by the university and the colleagues. She
shared “I think valuing others, by people who are in leadership positions. That means a lot to
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online faculty.” She also mentioned the university was starting teaching awards for people
teaching online, which she believed was a great idea “for the creativity or the high quality of
online instruction or the online course” as it would give online instructors more visibility. She
added how colleagues perceived online faculty and said “I still think there is some attitude on
some level of faculty who dismiss the quality of instruction for faculty who teach online.” She
added she knew some faculty members had “the perception of faculty who teach online
somehow doing less work” and that “many faculty, not all, many faculty still think that teaching
online is somehow less work or substandard in quality.” She shared that she felt “great offense to
that kind of stereotype.” She contended that many online faculty she knew were “committed to
the work that they are doing.” She stated that she did not want to have public confrontations with
the faculty with such perceptions about the faculty teaching online, and there was a need to
educate the other faculty members about online education. The faculty not teaching online
needed to understand that “there is a very different quality of online learning than they may be
aware of.” However, she was happy that some other faculty members started to value people
teaching online more than they did 10 years ago. She also agreed that there were also some
online faculty members who would “just put the course up, and they go way and they don’t ever
have some kind of interaction with students.”
Dale shared that she liked “occasional check in and student accountability” so she would
love hybrid courses if she were given the chance. She explained that for instance, when her
students presented online, they were fine. However, if they could present face-to-face, she would
not have to deal with some other things that are peculiar to online environment.
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In addition to more recognition and hybrid courses, Dale stated that she would have more
satisfaction teaching online if she taught her own content more. Now, she taught another content
area online and she would love it more if it was her own expertise.
When Dale talked about how she evolved teaching online, she shared that in her first
year, she had a long summer institute for faculty where the focus was on using technology in
classes, and she added that was nothing specific to online faculty. She got a lot of ideas, but she
had to go and ask how she could do these in the online classes. In addition to training institute,
she attended some workshops at the University.
As for how her teaching experience evolved, Dale shared that initially it was a little bit
difficult for her because she really wanted student interaction and the interpersonal face-to-face
exchange. Since she believed “the student learning experience would be greatly enhanced, the
more collaboration they had.” she used to focus on collaboration in her online classes. To
achieve this goal, she tried many strategies; however, she stated the students resisted, and she
had continual failures or not the level of success she wanted. She disclosed “they hated it.” They
came up with same complaints that “there’s only one person that works really hard, and other
people don’t care their load.” She hated fighting it. Therefore, she thought collaboration could
also be “interaction and sharing ideas” as she believed collaboration did not “mean they worked
together to produce something. It can be we are together to think about something.” Therefore
she started to create small activities where they could exchange ideas. She just focused on the
learning task, and she realized students collaborated more without her forcing them to do so. She
believed she could not “create those artificial experiences that seem to work. There are other
learning goals they have and they’ve been able to figure out how to get there.”
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Dale also mentioned that when she started to teach online, she was not sure if she was
always clear, or if she said too much, which “would be confusing and make things unclear.” She
learned some strategies such as “to cut back directions or explanations, that I couldn’t try to talk
or put information on the text that I might say out loud students in the face-to-face where I can
see the responses and keep explaining, say something funny.” She learned to focus on what the
most important things she wanted her students to know so that they could be successful. She
shared that now “everything is more straightforward, so there’s less ambiguity.” She said writing
clear directions and making everything explicit and clear helped to eliminate the number of emails she received in time, and now she has very few emails saying “I’m confused. I don’t find
this, so I don’t know where this is.”
She said it took her a year to appreciate online education. She now appreciated teaching
online because she believed it put the content front in center. She explained how the content
became the center and eliminated many distractors that could happen in face-to-face classrooms:
Umm, dominating students or even me defaulting into talking too much, I take those
things out of the equation. When it’s an online class, most of the time because the
students are front in center, the work is front in center, and so I just think it puts the focus
on something that I think is the most important reason why we are in a class.
Dale explained that in both face-to-face and online courses what she wanted her students was to
learn the content “and you want them to be able to think, and you want them to be accountable,
and you want them to be able to figure things out.” However, she did not want to be the person
“who knows all or you figure the problems out,” which was how most face-to-face students
perceived the instructor.
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Dale now wanted to make it a better learning experience, and she cared about if students
mastered the content, and based on that she evaluated how effective she was in teaching. She
illustrated her self-evaluation process as followed:
And if my students’ work products are at the quality that I want, not just a few students
but most of the students, then I feel like I have done my job, but that doesn’t always
happen. So I’m always re-evaluating. Well, while I’m always re-evaluating what did I do
in this course that could be changed or altered so that students achieve the course
objectives or the outcomes that I desire.
Dale shared that if she saw a problem with an activity or an assignment, she would probably redesign it. As she attributed part of her students’ success to her course design, she also mentioned
that she often valued her students’ opinions as well. She would ask them about some particular
activities and would consider their comments for re-designing the course as well. She liked
asking her students’ ideas and thinking about whether she should continue to do it or change it
altogether. She illustrated that in one of her courses, when the activity of evaluating someone’s
lesson plan and presentation during an audio conference was over, she asked her students’
evaluation of the activity, what they learnt from it and how valuable the learning activity was.
Therefore, at the end of this semester, she would evaluate their comments and consider the
success of this specific activity. She also shared a student’s feedback had been instrumental in
thinking about the format and frequency of the discussion board activities. One of her students
had complained about the same structure of discussions and that there were too many of them in
all the courses in the program. Dale found it very constructive and thought she was the primary
faculty so she needed to look at the whole program and re-consider it. She also shared the student
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feedback with her adjunct faculty and emphasized that they needed to use discussion board
activities sparingly.
Dale shared that it was now harder for her to design face-to-face courses because she was
so used to teaching online. She had great flow in her courses; enjoyed planning and designing
online courses sitting in her office by herself thinking about all the possibilities. She explained
how she felt about online classes as compared to face-to-face classes in terms of not only
designing the course but also teaching as follows:
I just have, I, it’s [designing online courses] almost 2nd nature because I’ve been doing it
for so long. Umm and it’s much more creative online. I mean there are so many more
tools I can bring. And videos I can find for my student’s, and articles, it’s just so much
easier than face-to-face.
She added if she had been teaching face-to-face and had occasionally taught online, she would
feel just the opposite. She would feel more comfortable preparing and teaching face-to-face
courses. She explained how different she perceived teaching face-to-face classes saying:
But when I go to teach my face-to-face class, I’m like “What am I going to do with these
people? Because it just, learning is so different, and so I, I actually try to teach my faceto-face classes almost like I teach online where the students are doing the work and I’m
facilitating.
Dale stated that she tried to create a more individualized learning experience for her
online students as she learnt that “there is a lot of individual accountability for their learning.”
Her students were “full-time teachers who usually have a full-time family.” Therefore, “I really
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have to think what’s most efficient use of my time with them or their time for my class.” Dale
emphasized that she “really wanted students to be able to understand from each other.” She
believed “I don’t have to be the only one that has the vision or can provide examples of how to
be successful.” If students heard it from each other, they might even provide better examples
than she did as she was not in a classroom in public schools anymore. Being a full-time faculty
member, she had her vision; however, “day-to-day application in a classroom is harder for me to
speak to.” Also, her students might teach a number of different subjects. Therefore, it was harder
for her to be very specific and provide cases of how to differentiate instruction for her students’
students. However, when the students interacted with each other, and when she taught how they
should address these concepts in their classrooms, the students got more help than only her trying
to provide guidance. Eventually, she believed this sort of collaborations promoted student
interaction with the content and enhanced their learning.
As she talked about teaching online and designing online courses, she shared that she
liked planning and designing the courses more than actually teaching. She perceived it as a
challenge and liked taking that challenge. She especially enjoyed the planning phase. She shared
her feelings saying, “you have this hope that you’re going to put something together that people
find useful and accessible, and makes sense to them, umm and isn’t complicated. So I think I
enjoy challenge a whole lot.” Dale shared that she liked to think about the course she was going
to teach way before. Therefore, for instance, she created the syllabus for the next semester almost
two months before the semester started, and she sent it out to her students. Once she created one
syllabus for one of her classes, she would go ahead and create the syllabus for the other course.
While she created the syllabus, she had to consider everything such as spring break, when she
would be away for her conferences, how much time it would take her students to do the activities
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because she was “calendar-driven,” and “because I find I have to put these things on my calendar
and I look when I have conferences and I don’t want to overload myself.”
While Dale created the course content for her online courses, she always had a learning
goal in mind. Therefore, she considered “what are the objectives of the course that we are going
to address here. Even if I don’t say it directly to the student, I know that, that’s what we are
doing.” Then, she chunked the content into modules in a sequential manner. The course modules
were a weeklong. Dale believed “students learn and retain concepts when the ideas are
distributed over time.” Therefore, she preferred to stick with a 14 or 15-week course “because
the slow methodical processing of ideas and reflecting on what you’ve learned and processing it,
to me embeds learning more deeply than rapid learning.” She also shared how she achieved
helping her students think and process the new knowledge by providing resources and avoiding
giving long lectures as followed:
I don’t believe that didactically me giving a lecture is going to necessarily result in the
most optimal learning outcome from my students. I believe that if they are given
resources and a task that they will immerse themselves in the study of something and
learn it far more deeply than if I tell them.
She added that she did not “provide pages and pages of lecture for them,” but provided articles
others wrote that she believed were more compelling and that “it’s not just about me.” The
content resources included visuals, PowerPoint presentations, PDF files, and links to other
resources such as websites.
Once you went to the course we talked about during the interview, you would see the
course had the modules upfront. She did not have a Welcome Page. She said previously she used
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to have a Welcome Page with a picture of an idea that related to the course. However, then she
changed her mind as she saw it “extraneous” and wanted fewer clicks to get to content. She
explained “ahh I’m not sure what purpose it served or other than aesthetic.” She wanted to make
sure that “the course was the focus. So let’s just look at what we’re doing.”
As for the course modules she created, the initial module, named Start Here, was the
introductory module which had video tutorials about the learning management system, library
tutorials and some other applications the students would use. Dale said the Start Here module
was a good orientation. She explained that through this module, she made sure the students were
equipped with the preliminary information before they proceeded. However, she also admitted
that she was not sure if the students really checked it or not. She shared if they asked her a
question, she would not feel bothered and she would do her best to answer, and sometimes would
ask them to go back to the Start Here module for the tutorials. In another course, she shared that
she filmed herself giving a welcome message. She commended the video recording “personalizes
it a lot.”
She explained that there was a consistent format among the other modules. She stated she
had the same consistency almost in all her courses as she liked the consistency and her students
appreciated the consistency. Having a consistent structure helped to reduce the number of
questions so she stated “I don’t get a lot of questions about the procedural issues. So once you
learn how to upload something, you pretty much always know how to upload something. So I
think it’s very student friendly to be able to use the whole thing.” Typically in each of the
content modules, there were some reading assignments, and “some sort of production on the
students’ part to show some internalization of the concepts.” These production activities could be
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journal entries, a discussion board activity, an audio conference session, a paper, Pinterest
activity or a lesson plan. She contended that “It’s mostly text because this is a text-dependent
medium.” All weekly module assignments were due the same day, Sunday midnight. This was
the same for all the courses she created. She emphasized that having the same due date for her all
courses’ modules in the program allowed consistency among all her courses so students had the
opportunity to form the habit of knowing when things were due. However, she added that there
were also times she needed to change the due dates in some courses. Dale added that she also
used the rubrics that she had designed years ago.
As for teaching online, Dale stated that she experienced “great flow,” and did not make
any design changes in the course. She said it was hard to do in the online courses as “I think you
stand to lose a lot more than you stand to gain.” And she added that she rarely did any major
structural changes in her online courses. These changes would only be about access problems, “If
I had included something in the course, and we were having problems accessing it, then I would
to change it.” She said major changes in an online course would be detrimental to students’
“stability. Knowing this is what’s due, this is when we do this, this is how it works.”
Dale also attributed the great flow in her courses to the consistency she created among
the modules. The first weeks were very important because it would help students to get in the
right track immediately and help her to attend to her other responsibilities. She explained:
The first part of the, the very first of weeks of the course, I want everything to go
perfectly. Because I want them to get comfortable right away, and have confidence and
see we’re headed and then I can back up, and then return to some of the priorities.
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Dale expressed that she acted more like a facilitator of learning. She also mentioned that
she tried to help her students feel that she cared about them as individuals, as human beings. She
recommended “you should express care and concern and expectations but also express that you
understand there are times when life intervenes, and I think when people know that they feel safe
and it reduces anxiety.” She also emphasized that she had to learn to be more flexible online “not
because of my students or myself but it’s something about some of the technology.” Due to
technology, some unexpected things would happen such as students’ not being able to access
some materials or students could not figure out where things were. She shared, for instance, she
had similar challenges. An audio session went wrong on her side as well. Then, she had to text
her students saying “I’m having all kinds of problems here, can you lead the discussion? And
I’m troubleshooting at home, and running around to different computer.” Another incident she
shared was about Pinterest. Although she allowed access to Pinterest, she still received e-mails
from students saying that they could not access it. Eventually, one student in the class figured it
out and she felt comfortable to inform other students that they needed to check with the
troubleshooter student. Then, she realized that the platform was not supported by university’s
system, and she wished she would not have had to troubleshoot. However, as she found it very
useful, she continued to use it. As such problems were likely to occur, she emphasized being
flexible and understanding while teaching and learning online was very important as it was never
perfect, and there would be “hick-ups in a system, but they [students] are less frustrated if they
know somebody at the other end is OK.” She added she created a folder in her course that was
invisible to her students, and she took notes of things like this for herself for the other semesters
so that she could attend to them immediately.
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Dale added that she also treated everyone equally “even if they aren’t doing very well.”
She respected everyone and allocated time for everyone, which she said were “two other
elements of my instruction.” She shared that it was more difficult to convey in the online
environment than in the face-to-face classes. She illustrated the case, saying “People, when you
sit down with me in a face-to-face setting, 5 minutes, they know I care. You have to work a lot
harder to show care and establish that relationship online.” She added creating a 16-week course
helped her and her students to achieve a similar relationship in the online courses as well because
she was more flexible in the online courses, and that flexibility helped to reduce student anxiety.
She shared an example depicting the flexibility the 16-week course provided as followed:
Then, I think about a 16 week courses you a lot of time to respond, and so I must of not
one of those people that flips out when someone misses an assignment, if I can teach
people to get to be courteous and give me advance notice answer: “I, I didn’t realize
something, I, I, I’m not going to do this by this weekend. Can I do it and give it to you,
Monday?” “Sure, as long as you do it, who cares when it really is.”
As for the course activities, Dale shared collaborative activities had not worked
previously so she designed small activities in which her students could share their ideas. One of
the activities was Pinterest activity. For this activity, she asked her students to find images of
concepts that they talked about in the class, and then to write something that explained how that
image dealt with the topic of the Pinterest board, and then read and respond to each other. This
was a low requirement, not labor-intensive; however, it worked to help them “connect abstract
concepts” with images so that they could remember these concepts better. Dale also mentioned
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that one of her students loved the idea and decided to try it with her 6th graders, which Dale
contended showed her students the applicability of some different ideas in their own classes.
Another activity Dale created was 3 synchronous audio conference meetings, in which
the students shared their individual paper findings with the rest of the class. She made these
sessions optional as she knew her students were all teachers and had some other priorities and
responsibilities. To be able to make it accessible to everyone, she recorded them and shared them
on the course site. She explained, in some audio conference meetings, she would put them into
small groups; give them prompts and the students had to talk about issues that she wrote in. Once
the students were back to the whole class, one spokesperson would report to the class, which
would give them an opportunity to hear from each other. In another class, she created a different
activity in which her students did action research projects, and met at different time intervals at
synchronous audio conferences to talk about their progress. For their project, they would film
themselves working with their own students, and then, they would write an analysis of what they
saw in the video. During the audio conferences, they did a class presentation. This allowed them
to get feedback from Dale and ideas from each other about the concept within that module. She
shared that during these sessions, the students also shared the sort of challenges they faced, and
exchanged ideas about their courses. Some even reported that they tried similar ideas in their
courses after hearing it during these audio conferences. Dale reported the students’ responses
were like “I did what she did last time, I decided to try that with my students and it worked out
fabulously.” Such student experiences showed “how other people’s ideas can help positively
influence their learning and their actual classroom practice.” She was glad to see that her goal of
having her students learning the content and providing exposure to different perspectives,
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making it possible for her students to take away the content to practice was possible to achieve
through the set of activities designed in the online classes.
As for her grading experiences, she admitted she did not like grading, but she did it
“because it’s a necessary part of the work we do.” She explained that she tried to avoid
“assignments that are smaller in value simply because it’s not an efficient use of my time.” The
module assignments were due Sunday midnights, and she would grade them on Monday
mornings or sometimes all Monday. And since her classes were not large, she said it was
manageable. Grading all the assignments on Mondays allowed her to spend the rest of the week
on other tasks. She also emphasized that immediacy and consistency of timely grading was really
important. She explained if you did not grade immediately, students got impatient, “they want to
know why you haven’t.” She also perceived grading timely as a way of connecting with them, “I
feel like I’m staying with them.” She did not want her schedule to take her far away from them,
and “I still have to remember where they are, if I can get back to them till they’re already on,
almost on the next thing.” Therefore, she consistently tried to grade the assignments timely all
throughout the semester.
Dale shared that she liked rubrics and she believed having rubrics helped students to
know the criteria their works would be evaluated on. It was “important for students to know why
they haven’t earned full credit” and “because otherwise students have no idea how, what you
value in the product and how you are going to assess them.” She explained as her “students had
the rubric for the big assignments so they know what you will be looking for.” However, she
shared that she was not sure if they ever remembered to look at the rubric. When she went to
grading, the first thing she would do would be to find the rubric and the directions so that she
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remembered what she told them she was going to grade them on. Moreover, she added that
sometimes there were also challenges with the rubrics as to how the students understood how the
criteria were worded. For instance, she said it was difficult for her students to figure out the
difference between what was substantial and what was not substantial. She explained that
grading even with the rubric, “there’s always subjectivity.” Therefore, “you have to teach
students to understand where the subjectivity is and what I, how I see whatever that areas that are
subjective and how I would score them.” Therefore, she was planning to work on the rubrics to
make them clearer. She also shared that to counter attack this problem, she tried to use the
opportunities to provide exemplary students’ models. In her current course, for instance, she took
notes for herself in a hidden folder, and reminded herself to “take this from this course at the
end; take off the names, and next semester put them in, and at some point in the course, I’ll ask
the students to look at the three and then they should score according to the rubric.” After
grading these three samples, they would talk about what each of the criteria meant. She believed
this to be a successful strategy to train her students, inform them about the grading scale, and
“try to help them see things from your perspective.” However, she also disclosed that “there’s
still room for error or difference of opinion,” as well as there would be some students who still
would not get it as “They [students] either don’t care or they think they get and they don’t.” Dale
also shared that she used to have a rubric with three levels with “whole nice description written
out,” and she “looked at substantive contributions to a conversation that were thoughtful” for the
discussion board activities. However, she stopped using the rubric as her students started to fight
back on not getting high grades and that “just drove me nuts,” so she did not use it for a few
years now. Currently what she looked for in these discussions was quality. If she thought that it
was not of high quality, she would give them feedback about what was missing saying, “This
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doesn’t quite meet the highest grade because you left out this kind of information or I don’t
know how this relates to the assignment.” And she would advise the student to follow her advice
next time.
As for feedback she provided, she mentioned that when grading, she did not always give
feedback on everything. She tried to give evaluative feedback “to validate with what they have
produced.” In her feedback, she tried to connect with the content so that they knew she read it.
She also shared that not everything in her courses were evaluative; there were some assignments
that were “just some sort for completion.” In one of her courses, students had a practicum where
it was pass/fail or satisfactory/unsatisfactory, she did not invest much time on giving feedback.
However, when they had the audio conference sessions, she listened to the presentations; asked
the presenters questions, and provided immediate corrective feedback. The way she did it in the
audio conferences was not “demeaning, but just as well I’ll say another way to think about it
is…” She stated that it was important to provide immediate corrective feedback so that the
student “didn’t mistakenly continue to think that what she did met the criteria for our class…”
She underlined that feedback was not publicly embarrassing to the student, but a reminder to
everyone else. She would also provide substantive feedback on print documents, or in the
comment box on the learning management system if it was an online document.
So far this semester, she rarely had students submitting late or having to revise a
submitted assignment as her students were teachers, they were all conscientious and taskoriented. She said only one student submitted one discussion post late this semester. Also she
had only one student who did not meet all the criteria for one of the assignments and she took off
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20 points. And although she explained in her feedback why she took off 20 points, and he could
revise it and resubmit, he never did.
Dale expressed that the only thing she wanted to do now was to take more risks to realize
something more novel; however, she did neither have the knowledge nor the time to invest to do
it. That was her only frustration. She shared she wanted to spend more time and prepare some
stuff for her students, but she had “other things, other things that are priorities” such as her
research which was totally separate from her teaching, and other priorities of the university. If
she worked at a different university, then she would spend all her time focusing on her teaching.
She stated that she did not think her courses were quite different from what they looked like 5
years ago. She emphasized that time was the most challenging factor for her while she designed
an online course from scratch. However, she also stated that she liked to try some new strategies
that others recommended to her, for instance, the Pinterest activity that she put in her current
course was recommended by one her adjunct faculty.
For the coming semesters, she was thinking about making some changes in the course
content. First of all, she was still thinking about whether or not to continue using a textbook. She
explained that it was beneficial to use a textbook in that it had “some continuity,” the
information stuck with the students. But on the other hand, she also believed having her students
read articles would be great as “there’s a different kind of vitality.” Since her students were all
graduate students, it could be good to give them an opportunity to see “primary sources more
than a textbook.”
For the next semesters, she was also thinking about including videos “like shorter
snippets or clips of news stories” where people talk about some important issues relevant to her
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course content. In the past, she used to have her students watch a particular movie or video and
then came together and discussed about it. She said she missed doing activities like that. She also
shared that she would like to assign her students the role of moderator for the discussion board
activities so that they would have some directed learning; learn how to moderate online
discussions and still continue to learn from each other, and at the same time, she would not
responsible for it and would have some free time.
Finally, she shared that she was planning to decrease the number of journal entries from
10 the students submitted since they were worth 10% and she put in “a lot more energy into
assessing those than they’re worth in the course.” She also was not much happy with the
students’ performance. She was thinking of converting them to complete/incomplete sort of
completions assignments or instead of writing these journal entries, she was thinking of having
an audio Skype session with each of her students. This she believed would work better to
connect with her students as well.

Harvard

Harvard was just recruited in the department he worked in Fall, 2015. Previously, he had
taught face-to-face since 1997, and he had taught entirely online for 2 or 3 years. He shared that
he had taken several online courses during his MA and Ph.D. programs, and in one of the courses
he took he learnt how to plan and develop online courses, which he stated was more about
theoretical background for teaching online. At the time of the interview, he was teaching one
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fully online graduate course that he was also re-designing, and two sections of a face-to-face
undergraduate course. In addition to these, he was in charge of the certificate programs.
When Harvard talked about whether he would prefer to teach online or face-to-face, he
said although he would prefer to teach face-to-face, there were two major reasons that motivated
him to teach online. The first reason he pointed out was that there were a lot of bad online classes
“that are set up to become a correspondence courses,” and because he was in the instructional
technology department, he believed that “we should figure out a way to do this better.” He
explained that teaching online was “an entirely different ecosystem,” and it was like “living in
the tundra and moving to the desert, is just a really different skill set.” He believed that “we have
to absolutely forget what it’s like to teach face-to-face because it’s so different” from class
lectures, discussions to testing. Therefore, for him it was kind of personal scholarship “to figure
out the best way and to find techniques that are better.” In addition to this, he believed online “is
kind of the way of the future” and it was important to be ahead of the curve, and “if you cannot
teach online, you are not going to get a job”.
Harvard shared that he would rate his satisfaction with teaching online at 6 or 7. He reiterated that if he were given the choice he would prefer to teach face-to-face all the time. He
illustrated the case saying, if he were asked to teach a course either online or face-to-face on
Thursday nights between 6-9 p.m., he would say “I’d almost always take whatever time they
gave me and say, ‘I’d rather do that [teach face-to-face].” He explained the reason was due to
roadblocks that he ran into in teaching online. One of the barriers was “there is no assistance, and
I’m just going to take care of it myself.” For instance, he shared that at the beginning of the
semester he started trying to investigate one specific software program issue and requested help;
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however, even after 16 weeks, the issue was still not resolved. He also mentioned that there were
a couple of challenges he faced related to the learning management system that impacted his
satisfaction. He complained that he was told “We have all this [technical] assistance.” but he did
not get help, and had to solve the problems on his own. Another point he shared was “teaching
online is just a significant learning experience in and of itself.” He believed it was difficult to
feel like “I mastered this.” For instance, you would have a general perception of your online
students, but it was actually difficult to know what your students were doing on the other side. It
was also very difficult to get any kind of collaboration among the students in the online
environment. He said in contrast to face-to-face classes, one did not get feedback from his/her
class in the online environment, which he defined as “really unsatisfying as a teacher.” He
explained in a face-to-face classroom, you were able to interact with the students; make jokes;
know what they are doing; see their growth, and therefore, there was “this inherent satisfaction to
teaching and seeing your students grow, and seeing your final products, in all that stuff. You feel
really proud.” In contrast, in the online environment, “You don’t have that interaction with
students. You don’t see their growth and their excitement. They don’t laugh or seem upset about
something, even you can’t really tell.” You only got emails saying they could not find something
or saw their posts in the discussion board activities. Nevertheless, “there’s just nothing where it’s
really like wow I really like that, that was outstanding.” or something like “Thanks for giving us
that!” He shared that the only time you got feedback from your students was at the end of the
semester through the course evaluation. You might find a lot of negativity there, and this might
not necessarily mean that you were bad at online teaching, which he called “just easy
assumption.” Therefore, he found his teaching online experience almost like “you’re just doing
paperwork,” and the teacher’s role as more like a project manager.
197

When he talked about what he found satisfying teaching online, he listed not having “to
be in the spot” was something he liked. For instance, if he had to attend a conference or do
something else, he would not have to worry about his class as it would already be set up online.
Moreover, he said that if he only taught online, he would be more satisfied teaching online as he
would not have to come to campus. He also added that this semester was busy and difficult for
him as he just started to work there, and that he might get a little bit more satisfaction teaching
online next semester as he would not have to design his online graduate course from scratch. He
also agreed that more student interaction and more incentives would increase his satisfaction
teaching online.
As for his course design, Harvard stated that when he designed an online course, he
utilized “total backward design,” which he explained the first thing he thought about was the
final outcome that he wanted his students to do, and he started setting up its units that added up
to the final project. For instance, in his current graduate course, he had 6 major projects that built
up to the final project. He stated that if the students did all of the 6 projects, at the end of the
semester, they would just need to make some modifications to make the final project complete.
He underlined the importance of having “very clear objectives, very clear outcomes all the
students should be able to do.” He would create the objectives, and based on that he would
decide how he would assess the students’ performance, which he stated was pretty much
behaviorist model, but he perceived himself very constructivist as an instructor. He maintained
that it was important for his students to know every single learning outcome. If he did not do it,
they would come up to him, and ask “what’s learning outcome for this?”
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Harvard also maintained that the design of the course, “what it looks like online” on the
learning management system, was very important for him. He said he wanted his students to feel
that if they were taking his course, they should know that it was his course from the way it
looked. He maintained that he cared about the usability and utility in his course design, which he
aligned with cognitive psychology. Whatever he created should be easy for the students to figure
out. For instance, he said having multiple links to websites which had links to other websites was
too many, “garbage,” and “sea of links.” He added there should not be anything that did not have
any function. He stated everything he created should look good. For example, for the videos he
created, he made sure he had the right set up and the best screenshots of the assignments he was
going to use in the videos. Therefore, everything would have to be very professional.
As he talked about when he would design the course, he said he would design it weekly
during the semester. That meant once he opened one week, he would start working on the
coming week, “leading up to launching and building and building and building.” Designing the
course this way meant for him that he would be “reacting to what his students are doing.” He
explained this sort of conduct was more in line with constructivist theory. He further supported
his reasoning saying that if his students picked up something fast in the previous week, he could
move something back, or if they asked questions about something, then he would put in
something to help them. He even contended that he did not believe it was good to create
everything in the course right before and publish it week by week without making any
modifications. In such cases, he did not believe that the instructors did much during the week to
improve the coming week’s work. He defined this way of online teaching as “dramatic injustice
to be teaching like that.” When he taught online, he would always try something new to better
his course.
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As Harvard created or improved his courses weekly or bi-weekly, he did not allow his
students to go at their own pace. He liked taking part in their learning process, interacting with
his students, providing scaffolding structure, and believed it could be possible when everyone in
class was on the same page. He statedthat collaborations were important for him, and if the
students were working ahead, they would not collaborate. There would also be some students
who would get everything done, for instance, in four weeks. It would be more like a big training
module where you just clicked through the modules and got everything done.
Harvard’s online course design elements included pages for 14 weeks of class work,
which he named “units.” He shared that he did not like the term “module” so he just preferred to
say “units.” As he did not use module format, he did not create different content pages for each
activity. Each weekly unit page included welcome message, reading assignments, discussions,
videos, and due dates within that week. The first week page was the welcome page which
included a picture of him and a welcome sentence. He made an announcement about the first day
attendance policy. In addition, he provided links to the courses syllabus, which included
information about his office, office hours (face-to-face on two days, Skype), e-mail address,
Skype id, welcome note, course overview, required texts and materials (link to free online
version), supplementary texts and materials, course objectives, grading scale, grade
dissemination, course policies for grades (late work policy, extra credit policy, grades of
incomplete), course policies for technology and media (e-mail, Canvas, laptop usage, phone
usage), course policies for student expectations (participation, disability, sexual
misconduct/sexual harassment reporting, attendance policy, professionalism policy, academic
conduct policy, end of semester student evaluations, turnitin.com, university writing center,
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campus emergencies), important dates to remember, and tentative schedule. Finally, on his
welcome page, he also had directions for how to find the assignments for the first week.
Overall, on the pages created for each of the weeks of the semester, as stated previously,
he had included almost all the information the students needed for that week. The pages had an
overview describing what that specific week was about, and some of them included videos or
screencast recordings where students would see the course instructor explaining some course
related issues. This was most of the time followed by a list of that week’s assignments describing
what the students were expected to do during that week. Sometimes this list included images or
videos in which the instructor demonstrated some of the tasks as well as some other experts’
content-related videos from YouTube, and links to other websites or sources. The discussions
and assignments were stated as the tasks to complete for that week on the weekly page.
However, the discussion board activities were done on the discussion area where students
discussed some ideas from the assigned readings; shared their works (e.g., images, websites);
exchanged ideas, and shared additional resources. The assignment submissions to the instructor
were also done through “assignments” pages, each of which included a short overview of the
assignments, learning outcomes, assignment requirements and due dates. Harvard created rubrics
for three projects only and did not create any quizzes. He said he did not create quizzes for the
graduate course, but he was planning to create some kind of small multiple-choice quizzes,
which he called “DIRT: did you read this or did you not read this?” just to check if the students
were reading the assigned materials. He explained he did not want his students to go in-depth,
but to make sure they put in time and effort to read the materials, and on his side, he did not want
to sit there and grade them all for several days. He was also planning to make sure that the
students got feedback for their responses.
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As Harvard created and published pages weekly while he taught, he shared he would
change the home page to that week’s page. For instance, if they were in week 5, the front page
would have that week’s page including all the elements stated above. He explained the reason:
In essence, I was trying to run it like a blog, where this week’s is the top, and everything
else is later on. So any time you got there, you’d see the new stuff, the most recent,
important stuff. I was actually trying to run it like a blog.
However, he also stated that this created a problem on the students’ side as they could not figure
out how to go back to the previous weeks’ pages. He said it was because “it [course site] was set
up to the modules.” He fixed the problem by giving them a way to get back by clicking “Pages,”
and then “All Pages” so that they could have access to all the prior weeks. He added that this
issue was one of the things that he needed to fix the following semesters. He wanted to fix it in a
way that “It billboards what you’re supposed to do. It’s pretty brief, and then it has everything in
it. And then we can get to the old ones.”
He said the rubrics were useful in grading; however, he was not very strict about it. He
liked the comments sections of the rubric as they allowed providing further feedback to the
students. He stated at first he did not know putting comments under each item in the rubric was
possible on the gradebook. But now that he knew it, and he used it to give extra feedback to his
students. He added he was planning to create rubrics for all the projects.
Harvard detailed his teaching experiences together with how he designed the course
weekly, and he shared that because he was also re-designing the course, he stated “I would
describe it [how the course went] as choppy. I would have moments where it was going well, and
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then it would… it was another time I’m like a half stride in front of the students.” He said it was
hard to teach a web design course online. He found it similar to teaching a foreign language
online “without doing it synchronously.” He pointed out the difficulty of not having face-to-face
interaction, and emphasized that “what you have to do is figure out a way to create that.”
However, although “it was a little rocky road to get there,” he shared that all the design strategies
he implemented worked well, and “it accomplished the goals.” He said “the activities we did
were good. I think the assignments were good.” He even stated that he thought he “had
scaffolded well enough.” He pointed out that since the course was all project-based, “they’re [the
students] are looking for feedback that’s going to get them better in their next project.”
Therefore, he stated he provided both positive and negative feedback to improve their work.
Sometimes rubrics helped a lot, and if he did not have a rubric, he stated he would “try to find
things specifically to comment so that you are reinforced with good behavior too.” He shared his
students did well and submitted their final products, which were “pretty good.” He was very
positive that the following semester, it would be much smoother. For this semester, he would
give himself a C+ as it was his first time out on that course. He also shared he did not know if he
would feel the same for all online courses as he never had the opportunity to teach the same
course the second time. Every semester, he taught different courses.
One thing that Harvard stated worked really well was the videos that he created. There
were two types of videos he created, one type for introducing the unit and another for
demonstrating some tasks. He believed both were effective as the students not only had a chance
to see who he was, but also his students could see what he was performing. He was very happy
with the tutorials as they helped him to do a demo of the tasks so that both the students and he
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did not feel the absence of being in a classroom where he could do it and they could follow him.
He prepared these tutorials for both the assignments and for the discussion board activities.
Finally, he also mentioned that he found the other experts’ videos that he used effective.
Another thing he found effective was the VoiceThreads and he was planning to use it
more often when he taught the same course. What he specifically liked about it was the chance to
know his students. He stated how VoiceThreads worked as followed:
… you can put up your website and talk about it, and then have other people comment
about it. What I really liked about that is I got to know who they were in the class, and I
think they felt a little more cohesion as a class, as opposed to “I’m just sitting here not
understanding how to code.”
However, he also mentioned that although VoiceThreads was a part of a big project, the students
somehow skimmed the instructions and ran into problems despite written instructions and the
video tutorial he had up there. Therefore, for the next semester, he was determined to find a way
to make sure they followed the instructions. He emphasized once again the need to billboard
things for online students so he thought it might be a good idea to give them bullet points.
When Harvard talked about how he facilitated the discussion board activities, he shared
that the discussions were sometimes about the assigned readings; sharing their work or giving
tips to each other. He tried to take part in the discussions; however, as he was also re-designing
another course for the following semester he said he sometimes failed to catch up with all of
them. Whenever he could not check the discussions he would feel, “Oh, my God, I didn’t check
the discussion board in five days.” Whenever he would check how the discussion was going, he
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saw that if he was absent, the students would have their posts up there, but did not reply to each
other. He said the first week’s discussion activity was more like introducing themselves, and
“they knew each other a little bit, so that was helpful.” In the other discussion board activities
whenever he “did personal stuff or I was demonstrating something or I was introducing
something, I think those went well.” He explained that he tried to make it an easy experience for
his students, which he pointed out was very important in the online environment. He also shared
that there were some discussions that he did not think went well because they did not have a
textbook, and he was trying to piece the weekly readings together. He felt that some of the
students only scanned and skimmed the readings just to be able to participate in the discussions,
which he stated was also related to how he designed it. Therefore, he was planning to use a small
quiz that he called “DIRT” [Did you read this?] that would have five multiple choice questions
or something like that to “check them in that week, and then we can have a discussion off that.”
As for grading the discussion board activities, he said he was planning to create some discussions
that would be automatically graded so that he would be able to decrease his workload some, and
prevent students from waiting. He shared that this would eliminate students criticizing the
instructor as they wanted to learn their grades immediately.
Harvard stated that he was able to communicate with his students via e-mail, video
conferences, by students’ sharing their work using Google Drive or DropBox and
announcements. He said he had a few Skype and Google Hangout video conferences with his
students and they would share their screen and he was able to solve the problem. He really liked
having video conferences as they had the opportunity to have a conversation and see each other
which “is kind of hard to get your personality across in a totally online class.” Therefore, he
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stated that he was planning to have one-on-one conferences more often like two or three times to
check with all his students. He said some other students used Google Drive or Drop Box to store
their work so when they ran into problems, they would e-mail him. He would then access their
work and figure out where they were making a mistake. In cases where he could not access their
work, he would e-mail them and ask them to send him the work so he would check and help
solve the problems through Canvas Inbox. He would also include screenshots of the places
where the students needed to improve their work.
Harvard also stated that he perceived announcements “like a major thing, because I’m emailing them in one shot.” He did not want his students to feel “Aha, here is another e-mail,
another e-mail.” Therefore, he avoided using it very often. The only times he used
announcements was if it was “a pretty big deal.” The content of his announcements would
include solutions to some common mistakes e-mailed to him, due date reminders or
clarifications, some resources or completed grading announcement.
As for his workload, Harvard shared that “it’s [teaching online] almost as twice as
laborious as teaching face-to-face.” However, he insisted that it was not exactly twice, but most
likely 1.5 times more. He pertained the reason partly to having taught face-to-face for really a
long time, so it became almost a second nature to him. He stated he always had something ready
for class if he taught face-to-face. However, in the online courses, it was not that easy because
“You have to set it all up and you have to make sure that those links match up and your lighting
is good, and all that stuff. So then I think you have to monitor your online classes.” If you had an
online discussion, you would have to be “on and off all the time.” You would have to “be
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constantly checking for the materials, you’ve got to be uploading everything.” He added that he
would also set a day to grade the students’ work.
Harvard also mentioned some of the challenges he encountered while he taught online.
First of all, he said the learning management system was new to him, and it was a frustrating
experience similar to the first times he taught using Moodle and BlackBoard. He said there were
somethings that he had to figure out on his own, and it took a while to learn all the features of the
learning management system while he was teaching and designing an online course. He stated
unlike a classroom where he physically met and was able to make changes in the class setup
immediately, in the online environment, it was difficult and required time and effort. He was
unable to do some of the things that he wanted. He felt frustrated and said, “And here I’m like,
well, let me try and make it do what I like to do for my teaching style. And I still can’t figure out
if it can’t or can’t do what I want it to do.” He also said he knew there were places he could go
and ask for help, “but that requires a fair amount of extra time on my part to go out and find
those people, take that class, and it’s not right now, this minute, when I need to set that up.” For
instance, he was very frustrated that he did not know how to shut down the gradebook features
on the students’ side which showed what grade they would be able to have if they got some
assignments done. He hated that all the learning had to be numeric. He shared he had even
thought of taking his course out the LMS and creating his own workshop; however, he did not
want “to take away the consistency of what it looks like and feels for the students.” He said
Canvas was so embedded in the university that he could not do it.
Harvard also stated that time was a major constraint while he simultaneously designed
and taught the online course. In addition to the online graduate course, he taught two face-to-face
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undergraduate courses, and he was in charge of the online certificate program. He shared that if
he had adequate time, he would be able to prepare more tutorials for his course. He explained
what he would have for his class as followed:
If I had no time constraints, everything would have a tutorial. Everything would have an
example. Everything would be multimodal. If I were dreaming about how I wanted this,
let’s say in two years, maybe it is, where I have a video tutorial. “If you want, here’s our
PDF-type tutorial. Here’s me introducing the module. Here’s the directions for the
module. Here’s the rubrics.” It would just all be there. It would be airtight. And it would
be consistent, so every time you would know. “Okay, well, I like the videos. I want to
watch the videos.” And you could watch videos all the way through if you wanted.
Harvard also added that time was also a barrier for him this semester as he started to work here
just a month before he started to teach. This had a huge impact on the course materials he had to
pick and order. He disclosed that there was no textbook for the course. There was only one
supplemental book, which he did not like. It was too late to order a textbook because he had
some military students. In their case, he would have to submit the financial aid request earlier
than a month before. Because of the same reason, he could not order the software programs he
wanted to use either. He added that the software programs that he was told were available to his
students were problematic as these software programs run off a virtual machine, and they were
difficult to access. He said “It was just a mess.” The student access to software programs “caused
me a lot of trouble for about five weeks.” He had to figure out some other ways to solve these
problems. He stated that had he not had time constraints, things would just go much more easily.
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One final challenge he faced teaching online was related to the nature of teaching an
asynchronous course. The issues he talked about were troubleshooting and not having the
opportunity to improvise. He shared that it was difficult to do the troubleshooting in an
asynchronous course; however, if he taught the course face-to-face, it would be way easier for
him to fix the problems in class or improvise in class. He explained, “I would just troubleshoot in
class. We’d be done. I’d say something, and they could ask me questions. And then the next
week, they would come back, and I could improvise. But I can’t improvise like that online.”
These, he contended, impacted his teaching. He described how the impact made him feel saying
“it takes out the ability to do my job. It creates questions and problems where I didn’t create
questions and problems. My ability as a teacher and my ability to get that information across has
a roadblock, not because of my skills or what I can do, but because of a bureaucratic thing or
something.”
Harvard shared that he took notes for himself as he taught, and he received some
unsolicited feedback from his students. Based on his notes and the feedback, Harvard talked
about his future plan with the online courses. He said he was going to work with the technology
support team the following semester to re-create and re-design both the graduate and the
undergraduate online courses. He was planning to ask them “What’s the best way do this?” He
believed as technology support team would be able to help him a lot as they had many experts
such as graphic designers who could help him “come up with a way that says ‘Here’s what
you’re doing.’” He was planning to work on creating a convention for his course design, and
make it all consistent throughout the course as he stated “it was not just consistent every week
how I’d lay it out.” He wanted to know how others in the university did it and know if they were
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doing it all the same or different. He did not know if everyone used module format; if they
created modules weekly, bi-weekly or else. Although he did not like the modules, he was
thinking of using modules to make it easier for his students to navigate back and forth. He stated
that the university did not tell them “do it this way” to make it easier for students. He shared
using modules and a consistent design could help the next person whoever would teach the
course. Moreover, for both courses, he was planning to create “DIRT,” multiple choice quizzes.
As for some of the discussions, he was planning to make it automated grading so that they would
not pile up for grading.
Harvard was also planning to work on the existing videos and better them. He wanted
create more videos for both of his graduate and undergraduate courses. He shared that he was
planning to create more tutorials for his students and take the ones he used from Code Academy
out, and use them as supplemental materials because he felt “entirely disassociated with it [Code
Academy].” He wanted to make it a meaningful experience for them to take his course instead of
using some others’ work. He believed he needed to make his students feel that they took his class
instead of doing Code Academy. He did not want to feel “Why did you take my class?” instead
of doing all the work on Code Academy.

Nathan

Nathan taught online classes for three semesters. He was teaching two courses at the time
of the interview, one Ph.D. course with 9 students and one asynchronous undergraduate course
with 33 students. Nathan was motivated to teach online because online education gained
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popularity, many courses were being moved to online environments. He said to be able to teach
online was “almost like just a demand of the reality” when you applied for jobs because “often
times they would say they want you to be able to deliver online.” Therefore, he said “I see it as a
skillset that I, I should probably acquire so that if there are classes that requires the professor to
teach online I can say, ‘Hey, I can, I can help, I can teach the class.”
Nathan’s motivation seemed more instrumental, and he had mixed feelings about online
courses. One thing he liked about online courses was the advantages it provided. He shared the
advantages he perceived saying, “you can you can put everything online ahead of time. So you
can create modules. You can put the course materials, assignments, umm, and umm, grading
rubrics and everything online in each module before the class starts.” Therefore, once the course
was open to the students, “they can see everything, and they can follow it. So that, I think, that
make it a lot more, more umm for the students, make it a lot easier because they can see what
you have, and so if they want to move faster they can.”
Despite these advantages, Nathan felt that some things were lost when he taught online so
he would prefer to teach face-to-face. He explained he believed “teaching, I think it’s really a
combination of art and instruction, and it’s an art OK. Umm, and when you take away this kind
of artistic aspect of this interaction between instructor and a group of students, and among the
group of students, and that beauty is really gone.” The interaction between the teacher and his
students and among the students was the artistic aspect of teaching, which he believed was
possible to have when he taught face-to-face. He explained how he felt about his teaching faceto-face to depict what he lost when he taught online as followed:
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The magic for me is I have a personality, and the online class will not capture. I’m a
storyteller. When I teach, I engage my students through storytelling, jokes, role-plays,
class participations and many of these things can be packed in a classroom within four
hours so I, I can talk for an hour. Then you’re my students, you talk for an hour, you need
a discussion, then we do a class activity for another hour before we go home. And
throughout these things, I as an instructor can make this very interesting for every single
one of my students. Every theory I try to introduce you, I can tell you a story about it. I
can give you five examples about it from China, from Turkey, from Cambridge, from
here. I can give stories. Teaching online is like throwing a big party!
However, he stated that when he taught online, these artistic aspects of teaching were lost due to
limitations of the online platform. He listed several cases where he felt the disadvantages
brought about by the online platform. One case he told was if a student had a question, s/he
emailed that question to him, then, he replied to that e-mail. He might have the same question
from other students as well, and he understood that he needed to e-mail all students regarding the
same question. This was a challenge in online classes because in face-to-face classes you could
simply answer the question, and everyone would hear the answer.
He added that he felt teaching online was very mechanical. He shared that it “relies very
heavily on [him] typing,” and having to type everything “it takes away so much of my
personality.” He explained that he knew that he could record himself, or do something else to
communicate with his students, but “sometimes students may not be able to hear it, or it may not
work on their computer or phone. So just try to type.” Having to type everything concerned him
as he was not a native speaker. He was not always sure if what he wrote really communicated
212

what he wanted, which he believed “almost decrease my teaching efficacy.” When he taught
face-to-face, language was not an issue at all. It was a “tiny part of [his] teaching.” He would
understand if they got confused a little bit “but I can tell. The moment their eyes get this big, I
know I confused them. I, I say, “okay, let’s stop here. Let me explain to you one more time.” He
added his face-to-face students never complained about not understanding him. He had stories,
lectures, research and many other things to make his class interesting so his “accent becomes a
very insignificant part.”
He also shared how online discussions were mechanical because they lacked the
immediate responses that he would have in a face-to-face class. He complained that because of
the time lapse between the first posts and the replies to the original post, the dynamic
spontaneous process was broken. He explained how the online discussions became mechanical
as followed:
And unless you say “We have to be here at the same time to discuss this topic,”
discussion is very, like you post something, two days later somebody else post something
else, or respond to you. It’s very mechanical. It does not have this synergy of talking
together within a classroom where each person contributes at the same time within the
same time frame. It is like working at customer service center.
The loss of “dynamic spontaneous process” led him to define online education as
depersonalized and mechanical. He perceived teaching online as “a very depersonalized course
delivery” because in an online class, the students did not have the opportunity to get to know
who the teacher was. As he did not have the combination of art and instruction in the online
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course, he stated “as a matter of fact you do the homework, I grade it. I give you some feedback,
and that’s it.”
In addition to these, he also believed it was easy to cheat online. A student could hire a
person and potentially get a degree, “but the question is, for instance, you do not really know
who completed the assignment at the other end of the computer.” In a face-to-face classroom, the
possibility of hiring someone to do one’s assignments was lower, and it was easier to tell if the
student did it or not, and he could also check whether the student did it by asking the student
questions about the assignment such as “Tell me what is your title of your paper?” Then, “They
do not remember, they don’t even know anything. And I say, ‘That tells it is not your paper!’ or
to rewrite it.” He also believed face-to-face students did not dare to do it as the teacher could
look at them, and they felt guilty. He shared that he had only less than 5 students who got
themselves in trouble in 11 years of his teaching career in the institution. But those were not
major issues. He explained that using strategies like using the plagiarism detection software
program for the course assignment submissions, and using essay type questions could help
decrease the chances for cheating. He also shared that he spent a lot of time either face-to-face or
online explaining the consequences of plagiarism. He taught them what they could do to avoid it.
Therefore, his students knew if they were caught, they would be in trouble.
He further elaborated on what he felt about online education, and admitted that it was not
the challenges of teaching online that influenced his ideas, but “the loss of magic.” He put
forward that online teaching could only become as effective, entertaining, interesting as face-toface if somethings changed such as creating “a virtual class where you sit in front of your
computer at home, and everybody looks just like in a classroom.”
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Nathan disclosed that he agreed with the larger community that online education was
lower quality. He said, “I do believe face-to-face is umm is a gold standard, and umm online is is
umm umm is of inferior standard and quality compared to face-to-face.” He believed most
people would prefer face-to-face, and they would think online education was for people who
would like convenience over quality; for people who would want to stay at home, watch TV and
type. He added that if you told people that you graduated from an online program, their
perception of your degree would be different regardless of what program you graduated from or
the rigor of the program. He believed online education still needed to improve with the advances
in technology, and that it was getting better compared to what it was before. He also believed it
was not fair to use to face-to-face education as a reference point, but it was also inevitable not to
do so.
Due to loss of the magic, the mechanical nature of online education and the other
disadvantages, he rated his satisfaction in teaching online between 5 and 6 on a scale of 10; 10
meaning extremely satisfied, and 1 extremely dissatisfied. He compared his satisfaction level
with his face-to-face teaching, and said, “I’m totally satisfied.” with teaching face-to-face so it is
9 or 10 out of 10. He stated he still enjoyed the online teaching experience as he was interacting
with his students, but it did not go up the scale just because of the loss of the magic, and without
the magic it could only get to 5 or 6 on average because “it’s very dry, it’s is very dry.” To
increase not only his satisfaction, but also the students’, his suggestion would be to have hybrid
classes where he believed he could meet his students once a month. He suggested that this could
be done at least with undergraduate students as they were already on campus. During these faceto-face meetings, he and his students could:
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talk about our past experience, our questions, umm our frustrations, what we need to do,
and me as a faculty member try to overview of what we’ve covered, how, you know
some of the feedback I have, and explain some of the things that students get wrong. And
I think I would like that because number one I will get to know my students, my students
get to know me, and I still have the opportunity to scratch my itch of wanting to be big
teacher in the classroom with my students. You know and also experience that magic.
As Nathan talked about his perception of online education, the motivation and
satisfaction he had, he also shared his online teaching experience evolved in time. He had no
training on teaching online when he started to teach online. Therefore, he said, “I decided just to
go the way I wanted it.” He did not know the tools available in the learning management system,
but still “without any assistance from the IT people, without any assistance from the technology
support team,” he wanted to try it on his own, “and I didn’t care if it was going to work out or
not.” He thought “this could be a good learning experience. So I pretty much did it just like I
would do with my face-to-face education.” Therefore, unlike his current practice, he did not post
everything upfront when the semester started. He posted readings, questions and quizzes weekly
very much like how he taught face-to-face. He said it went OK.
After his first course, he decided to take the online instructor certificate course offered by
the university. He found it useful, and he learnt about the tools on the learning management
system that he thought would work for designing online courses. He also shared that the way the
online certificate course was designed gave him several ideas like using images, creating
modules and the pre-requisite activities within modules. He depicted his impression of the online
certificate course as:
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When you go there, you can see two pictures of the three instructors and so you
immediately, you immediately, feel more connected to the instructors. At least, they put a
face there, you know who that person is. So I said “okay, that’s something I would do for
my class.” So I did that, and then they also created modules, different modules, and they
also created things that you have to go through before you can move forward. So all
those, umm, all those, kind of designing and techniques, and all those designing issues
that I never knew even existed.
He said after the training, he learnt the basic tools to survive, and he felt comfortable to design
and teach an online course. He decided to use the things he learnt when he designed his own
online courses. He liked the idea of putting his own image on the course site, and in addition to
his image, he started to use an audio recording with a transcript through to introduce himself and
some elements of the course such as the assignments, grading policy and the reading materials so
that students would get to know him and the course. He believed these design strategies helped
to connect the instructor with the students. He also implemented creating modules and having
pre-requites within the modules. Furthermore, while designing the second online course, he
sought the help of an expert and he called one of the online certificate course instructors. The
online instructor helped him by walking him through the course. In his second time teaching
online, he set everything up before the class started. The course was more user-friendly
compared to his first online course. He asserted that course went really well and the course
evaluation was very positive.
Now, he felt “Well, yeah I got enough to… to survive. And I think I got it. And I think
it’s good enough for me to feel comfortable to teach it, to design it, to design a relatively nice
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course.” He said he knew the basic things that helped his course flow, and he was sure there was
a lot more that he could do to make his courses flow better, but “I have no, I don’t know how.”
He explained that he did not know the tools to make his online courses flow better because
online platforms were a relatively new, and all the tools came about after he graduated from
graduate school. He admitted there were still things he could learn; for example, he could learn
how to prevent cheating in an online course. Nathan added that he did not even know who in the
institution were responsible for helping people online teaching. He shared that although he did
not know who did what, “I don’t know so I typically don’t ask for help because I don’t know
who to ask.”
As Nathan talked about his online course experiences, he shared that it usually took him
around an entire week to prepare an online course before the semester started, and considering
the design activities, it was time-intensive. He said:
OK, for my online class, it’s more about frontloading at the beginning of the semester
before you release the class. You spend a fairly large amount of time to put things
together. And I typically do it, for instance, if I have to release my class this coming
Monday, I will spend this entire week before that: creating the modules, creating
assignments, creating rubrics, and finding videos, and finding pictures, finding these
designing things, recording my messages to them, have my photo taken and uploading it
there.
He felt that frontloading at the beginning of the semester before meeting his class created a
challenge because he did not know the student profile yet, but still he had to create the whole
course, and once he started teaching he could not change it. He maintained his students’
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perspectives guided him in preparing his course. Therefore, while he designed the course, he had
to consider the course from his students’ perspectives such as what things would be most
important for him if he were a student. One major strategy he implemented was making sure that
the course had different dimensions for undergraduate and graduate students. When he designed
an online course for the undergraduate students, he felt that he needed to add a dimension that
catered for their need to socialize. Also for undergraduates, he thought they were lazy, and they
just wanted to submit assignments and get a grade. Thus, another dimension was encouraging
students to read and complete assignments. In order to achieve this, he paid attention to the type
of the textbook and created competency quizzes.
Nathan talked about the other strategies that used while designed the online courses. With
his graduate students, he strived to keep their attention and interest high. He tried to pay attention
to the reasons why they took the course. Their motivation was a lot higher than the
undergraduates. He said “They [adult learners] are here for a specialized training. So a lot of
times, you have to consider, ‘they are as adult learners with specific interests, with specific life
commitments and with different roles, in, at home and work in the society,’ and you really kind
of cater to them.” He considered their multiple roles as mothers/fathers, spouses, workers,
friends when he designed his online graduate courses and created a discussion board activity in
which the graduate students could relate to their lives, and would do something like posting the
pictures of their children. He believed this consideration of their need, and catering to them
helped the graduate students to see the relevance of the activity. He aligned this with his teaching
philosophy, which he defined as a blend of very humanistic and socio-cultural perspective.
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Moreover, when he designed the online course, he made sure that it was really very
structured and predictable. He liked creating modules, but he did not create a module per week as
he believed it was way too many to correct, and might overwhelm some students. He said if a
semester was 16 weeks, then, he might create four modules for each month so that it did not look
too busy. The modules had multi dimensions varying from a detailed overview of the module
where he not only introduced the module step by step, but also provided a detailed outline of the
assigned book chapters. In the following part of the module, he designed a PowerPoint
presentations and competency quizzes for each of the assigned chapters. For instance in the
second and third modules, there were five chapters assigned and he designed five PowerPoint
presentations and five competency quizzes. He liked to bring in videos as well to cater for the
needs of the learners. In modules, he added content-related videos and designed a discussion
around the synthesis of the reading materials and the video.
When he taught the course, he liked to allow students the freedom to proceed at their own
pace; however, he also structured the steps to follow and prevented students form skipping the
assigned readings. He set up pre-requisites within the modules as well as between the modules so
that he had some control over how the students proceeded. Students had to follow each step he
set to be able to proceed. For instance, they could not move to the discussion board activity
without reading the assigned materials and watching a video. Moreover, when doing the
discussion board activities, it was a pre-requisite for students to put in their posting first to be
able to see what others wrote.
He also strengthened the structured nature of his course by having assignment due dates
on the same day same time every week. This, he asserted, helped his students to easily remember
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that they had an assignment due that same day. Then, he said, every assignment had very clear
guidelines. For instance, if the discussion post needed to be 350 to 400 words, it was specifically
stated in the guidelines. In the guidelines, he also made it clear to the students how many points
would be deducted unless they had the required word limit. Having a clear guideline helped to
eliminate the questions students would normally ask directly in a classroom. Through the
guidelines, they knew how they could maximize their grades. In addition to guidelines, he said
having a very clearly designed rubric was very helpful for the students.
He believed each type of assignment helped students to learn different things so he also
created multiple-choice competency quizzes primarily to force students to read to know some
basic information in the course. The quizzes were quite straightforward. Students needed to go
through the reading materials to be able to answer each question. He set the quizzes to multiple
attempts, but every time they took the quizzes they had a different set of questions, which
guaranteed that they went through the reading materials.
In each module, right after the competency quizzes, he created a discussion board activity
in each module so that students could demonstrate what they learnt from the course readings, and
synthesized the information. He believed discussion board activities were useful to learn from
each other. The discussion board activity at the beginning of the semester was just a whole class
introductory activity. He explained that he did not to have discussion board activities at the
beginning of the semester because he wanted to give his students the opportunity to gain some
knowledge from the course. Then, after the first module, he spread out the discussion board
activities and liked to put students into groups as he believed they were more able to interact
with each other in groups.
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He also prepared an end of semester writing project for his students to demonstrate the
synthesis of what they learnt. For instance, they demonstrated their skills to describe a theory and
apply it to a case in a well-written coherent report.
He explained that once the semester started, he rolled out the whole course. Once the
course was open to the students, he did not make any changes in the course at all because as the
students already saw the course, and might have already downloaded course materials, making
changes might cause disorientation or confusion among them. The only change he made in his
current course was about the final paper’s due date. Although he did not change the due date,
because of the holidays, he allowed a couple of days more for late submission without any
penalty.
As for discussion board activities, Nathan stated that he sometimes participated in the
discussion board activities. When he saw that one student made a post early, he might make a
comment saying:
Okay, you are the first to finish this, and it’s a good thing. And I would encourage you to
wait until the other group members have posted, and then you can respond. But please
be patient because some students may take a couple of days before the due date is at this
time.
When he graded the discussion board activities, he did not use rubrics, but he added
individual comments for each student. These comments included feedback on the content,
encouragement and sometimes also individual compliments. For instance, not only he explained
why they got 7 out 10, but also tried to remember his students’ nick names and their hobbies, and
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he tried to use them in his individual comments. He maintained that his students replied to his
comments, and they somehow had an ongoing conversation in the comment sections as well. He
believed these individual comments were not only necessary to explain why the students got that
grade, but also to provide personal touches to the students. They helped to bridge the gap
between the teacher and the student caused by the online learning platform. He said he needed to
make “the students feel that you know them personally” so that they feel a little closer to him.
Nathan also shared his perspectives on grading assignments. He stated that he graded
students’ papers very quickly. It did not matter if the due date was not over yet, he liked to grade
them immediately after the submission so that his students knew their grades right away within
an hour or at most the same day. He did not want his students to worry about their grades for
weeks, and then they forgot about what they did. He wanted them to know their grade while they
remembered what they submitted. He stated that this also saved his time. He shared when he had
33 students, grading them immediately cut down the amount of time required to sit and grade all
of them. It also became less stressful when he graded them immediately as his workload did not
pile up. As he graded, just like grading the discussions, he liked to use the comment box to give
feedback, encouragement and compliment to his students based on their performances. He said:
For instance, if a student does exceptionally well, and you know in everything, you need
to, want the students to know. So that’s where you tell them that I noticed that you did
this, this you’ve been doing so well. And umm, and you give a personal touch to that.
And the students seem to like that, and if students are not doing very well, you try to
make them aware. And then you remind them, you tell them that “you know, you need to
do better you in this next assignment. Because I know you can do it!” So you encourage
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them, but you also let them know that they really need to do well. And then, sometimes
you also give them individual feedback on their assignments.
While teaching the online course, he communicated with students via e-mails and
announcements. He responded to student e-mails right away, and he said his students were very
happy with his timely replies and always commended him on that writing back to him, “Oh,
thank you so much because, you know, I know you are going to respond on time. Some other
teachers will not even respond within a week or after a week.” He knew that students hated
teachers who did not reply timely. Nathan also used announcements to communicate with his
students. The content of the announcements varied. They could be a nice summary of the
previous week, his impression of his students’ performance, some clarification on students’
concerns, explanation of common mistakes and why they made that mistake and examples. He
also gave some of kind of advice for the coming week. He said “At the beginning of the
semester, it is about reminding the due dates” until they got the habit of submitting on the same
day and time every week as well as explanations and examples of the common mistakes. Later
after the midterm, he gave an overall evaluation of their performance, and shared suggestions
and advice as to where they were and what they should do to improve their performance. At the
end of the semester, the content of the announcements switched as he thought students got tired,
he informed them about how they could successfully finish the course and asked them to contact
him via e-mail if they needed help.
Nathan also talked about some other challenges in preparing and teaching an online
course. First of all, he did not like being videotaped. He felt too much worried about the
possibility of saying something wrong and having to go back and redo it. This made it take too
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much time. Another challenge for him was his technical skills. He stated he did not know the
available features that some others used to keep the class going. He only used basic functions. He
said there is a lot more to learn such as how to prevent students from cheating or at least how to
make it harder for them to cheat. But he had a strategy to overcome cheating. He adjusted his
assignments and assigned essay questions. However, even with the essay questions, he shared
that he did not know who was on the other side of the computer writing the assignment. He also
feared that there would be issues that he would have to confront sooner or later. The challenge of
technical skills was accompanied by the challenge of the technical support of the university. He
did not even know where to go for assistance for the online courses.
Finally, Nathan shared that he did not teach the same course every semester and he did
not think he would teach the current asynchronous undergraduate course again for many
semesters. Therefore, he did not need to go back and make changes. However, if he were to
teach the same course the following semester, he would make adjustments based the student
feedback, things that the students did not like, and he would keep mental notes. The changes he
would make would take place after the semester ended. He ensured that they would not be subtle
changes as he was experienced in teaching and in the institution, and at the time of designing the
course, he put in a lot of time and effort to make the course good.

Nicole

Nicole taught online for the last five years, and she offered both fully online and hybrid
courses at the college of education. She started to teach one online master’s degree course in
which she would also show how to teach online as part of the course. After the master’s program
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went online five years ago, she continued to teach courses online. At the doctoral level, she also
taught online when “there’s a conference so everybody is going to be out or that kind of thing
that way we don’t have to lose time or content. We can continue to with discussions and things
but we don’t have to be physically present.” Since she started to teach online, she taught on two
different learning management systems. She taught two courses each semester, and this semester
she taught two online courses: one hybrid graduate course and one fully online undergraduate
course. In the fully online undergraduate course, she had 200 students, and she stated the number
was always around 200 as the course was open to all students at the university, varying from
engineering to health sciences. She shared that it was an exit course and students preferred to
take the course as it was fully online, which provided flexibility of not being physically present.
When the university started to use a new learning management system five years ago,
Nicole received a sort of training institute, which she said had a little bit of information about
online education, and was mostly about different aspects of the new learning management
system. She shared that during the training, she asked the trainers what an online course looked
like and never got a good answer. She also added that as she had already taught using the
previous learning management, there were not many new things she learnt about teaching online.
However, she also mentioned she learnt a couple of tips she liked and used ever since. One of
them was not to respond to student e-mails immediately, but to adhere to the habit of replying
back within 24 hours Monday through Friday and not reply at the weekends. In addition, she
learnt how to use the tools of new LMS like discussions. She stated that most of what she knew
about teaching online was self-taught, or she picked up from other people. However, the methods
she used did not change dramatically. She said “So I kind of teach the way… the way I teach in
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person is the way I teach online.”
Nicole shared that she found teaching online satisfying, but hard to rate on scale of ten,
and then rated at between 6 and 7. She explained that she felt higher satisfaction when she
created something new saying, but “the novelty wears off, and then it just gets like inundated.”
She identified the variables impacting her satisfaction as “content-related and interpersonal
interaction with the students,” students’ comments and the affordances of the digital
environment. Nicole said depending on her choice what class would be online and the content,
she liked some aspects of teaching online. For instance, she was satisfied with some of the
assignments she created for her online courses. She liked it more when she saw her students’
outcome. She described her feelings saying “when someone really gets the content; when I read
their responses, and they really have understood what we’ve done or they really got into a certain
book, you can tell and those that satisfying.” Nicole also liked having the ability to put student
work online and look at it carefully altogether with her class, which she named as “close-up type
of teaching,” and explained how teaching online allowed her to achieve close-up teaching unlike
teaching face-to-face as followed:
I can record parts of it. I can highlight it. I can do things with it digitally that make
people attend to it different than if I’m standing in front of the class. Even if I can put it
on a document camera and I still can’t do the digital stuff to it, and highlight it in ways
that make the students attend to what I want them to attend to.
In addition, she also liked the videos she created for her online courses. Another variable that
influenced her satisfaction was the interpersonal interaction with her students. She shared that
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since she had 200 students in her asynchronous course, and she created videos for them, the
students knew her when she walked on campus, or even outside the campus. She shared an
anecdote with one of students which both made her happy and at the same time she found scary.
They were at a restaurant and one of her students recognized her voice. She shared as followed:
I’ve been in a, a restaurant and someone heard my voice, and said “are you, do you
teach the class “the children’s literature class?” I said, “Yeah.” “I knew your voice
sounded familiar.” So, umm, that’s the kind of nice, but also scary in a way.
She said such coincidences made her happy, but at the same time scared her a little bit. She
explained why she found it scary saying “People fail my class. People get mad at me. They don’t
like, you know so there’s a little part of that… especially considering the school shootings and
things like that.” Finally, Nicole stated that she found having the flexibility of being able to teach
even when she was away very satisfying saying, “I really do like part that I can be at anyplace,
you know and still have class, make it still, the affordance of the digital space.”
However, Nicole stated she also missed “being in the moment” in the fully online
courses. For instance, in her asynchronous undergraduate course, she taught 200 students so she
could not have a synchronous session like she did in her graduate course where she met her
students every week to have chats, answer questions, etc. She stated that when she had
synchronous sessions, it was easier for both herself and her students because they could interact
in real time. However, in an asynchronous course, when she uploaded everything, it was difficult
to “anticipate every single question and anticipate how some is going to read it, and interpret it.”
She also complained that the LMS would not allow her to be proactive and control how she
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wanted her students to proceed, especially “if I set one little button wrong, it draws everybody
off, and everybody goes crazy that those of the things.” To be able to be in the moment and
respond to students’ questions was very difficult and she could not be online 24/7. She did not
like to be online all week long doing things like troubleshooting. In relation to the
troubleshooting issue, although it was outside of teaching, Nicole stated her frustration with how
people at Help Desk would respond to students’ questions about the technical issues putting the
mistake on the instructor explicitly telling students “Oh, your professor didn’t click this button.
That’s why you can’t do.” She thought this sort of conduct was wrong as she felt this was
accusatory, and “students take that and they view me negatively.” She shared that she reported
such events, and asked if they could let her know about the problem; for instance say, “Are you
aware that you haven’t clicked this button?” and then “your students are having trouble, could
you unclick this?” However, despite her complaints, the problem still persisted.
As for how Nicole designed her online courses, she shared that she always planned and
designed her courses from scratch, which would take many “Hours and hours and hours. And
hours!” She stated that it would take at least 60 hours to create one module. It was a very time
consuming activity. She designed the whole course upfront, but did not roll out the whole
courses as she might make changes based on the previous week’s work and students’
performance. She also never rolled out the course the same way she designed it the previous time
she taught. She always re-designed her courses based on how her students performed. Therefore,
for her “it’s a constant monitoring and changing.” She was not satisfied if she did not do
anything to better the course or “just letting it go and kind of doing itself.” She shared she used
surveys, course evaluations and discussion board comments to improve the course in the light of
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the students’ feedback. She created a course and instruction evaluation survey, and placed in the
final module. She found it really useful as she designed the survey questions in ways that would
give her more specific details about the course design and her teaching like “How did this certain
assignment work?”, “Do you feel like you learnt how to …..?” so that she could get more
specific responses and could have a more detailed feedback from the students, and make
appropriate adjustments. She was happy that most of the time the ratings in the survey were high
and that made her feel that the students believed they achieved the course objectives. She shared
that course evaluations did not give her much specific details about the course design, the
instructor and the instruction, that was why she created the survey. She also said that she used
the same questions in the survey and did not change them intentionally because she wanted to
compare student responses to the changes she made upon their feedback so that she could see
how the course improved over time. For future addition to the survey, she said she was planning
to add questions that would help her check “How we teach them to write? What we teach them to
write?” to be able to see what changes she could make to improve the outcome. Nicole also
shared that since designing the course was like a “formative design experiment” for her, she
never rolled out the whole course upfront intentionally. She kept track of student comments in
the discussion board activities by monitoring her students’ performance and the hardships they
had so that she could be proactive and make modifications on the upcoming module ahead of
time. She explained how she rolled out module by module and the process of improving the next
modules as followed:
So I never layout the whole class, never! So here, I would give them the syllabus, and I’d
say module 1 is going to open on this day and this day. And then module 2 will, so like
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piggyback right. And then, so I never open module 2 until I’ve seen how they are reacting
to module 1, and I can see some of the assignments and things like that. Then I go
through module 2 based on how they perform in module 1, and then I’ll make changes
there.
She emphasized it was very important for her to take action before 200 students experience a
challenge so it was a good strategy to always keep working on the upcoming modules to make
sure all were good to go. She added that every time she met the graders before they rolled out a
module, they would talk about the assignments, and what challenges the students faced in the
current module, and then either she or the graders would do some changes.
Nicole shared she never made any changes in the modules once they were open to all
students unless they were very minor errors like a few words needing fixing. She explained that
she wanted all her students to have equal opportunity and even if there was a mistake, she would
not change it to make sure that no student submitted different work. However, she also stated
that nothing major happened so far in her courses. As for when she made some changes after the
modules were published, she stated that during the semester, she might go back to previous
modules and fix things based on her experience with her students, or sometimes just kept mental
notes for the next semester.
Nicole believed using some behaviorist approaches in online courses worked effectively.
She underlined the importance in offering a consistent structure and routine as she believed
“people learn to follow, and they know what to expect” as they were provided a solid frame. On
a personal level, she shared she could not imagine “working in a class where someone was
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always just dropping in assignments and changing things up all time.” This would only create
confusion. Therefore, with the previous learning management system, when she planned and
designed the course, she liked to use consistent “colors and levels, and folders, and try to
organize things in a way that made sense.” This was all done in line with the course syllabus.
With the new learning management system, she shared it was a little bit difficult as some of the
design features like colors, levels and groupings were not available. Therefore, she learnt to
create modules and write under them creating new pages so that people could make sense out of
the course content. She also learnt that she should not put too much on a page and make things
hard to find. She emphasized that when she prepared the course materials, she used a lot of text,
images and videos, especially in one of her courses, as it included a lot of images and text. She
shared that these were common among all her online courses, but there were some different
things she paid attention to when she planned and designed an online course based on the
specific course. For instance, in one course where she taught the students’ major content area,
she stated she added more content as the students had more interest and there were certain things
they had to know. In the current asynchronous undergraduate course with 200 students, she
stated to be “more loose” and the content was “more fluid” as the students did not have interest
in the content as much, and the course was not necessary for the students’ career. The students
took the course to develop as writers. In another course where she taught students how to teach
writing, she designed it a hybrid course as she believed it was not specifically fit to be a fully
online course because of the course activities such as instructor visits to the students’ schools
where they taught. She would observe her students work with their own students. She explained
the reason as “So I see them doing it. I can see the decisions they’re making. I can see how
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they’re teaching, the methods they’re using. I could see the product. How the kids are reacting.
All of that.”
Nicole also shared the challenges she faced while designing her online courses and stated
that they were related to technical skills required to perform some of the things she wanted to do
to make her course more engaging and interactive. She said that knowing pedagogy was not
enough to be able to create the sort of colors, levels and structure she wanted, she needed to
know more technical side of the learning management system. To be able to do all the stuff she
wanted, she needed to have knowledge about coding, graphic design and more. She shared that
she got help from the university’s technology support unit. They tried to help her design her
course the way she wanted with a few things like the home page, color bars and the background
theme so she was happy with the current state of the course. However, she stated that they did
not teach her how to do all the things they added to the course, and they did not teach her how to
teach online. She wanted to hear “Oh, you shouldn’t do this, or you should do that.” They just
got all the content from her, and designed the course around what she wanted so she complained
“It wasn’t talking about how I taught it.” and “They didn’t even, any, give me any better methods
or even talk to me about my teaching.” She shared that to design an online course, one needed to
know pedagogy and have all the technical skills to be able to achieve what one wanted to create.
She illustrated the situation as followed:
Okay. So here is… my… in a nutshell, the people that know how to design a course are,
they come from that coding type design, graphic design, right. They don’t have the
pedagogy of an educator, right, and then the educators, you know, know how to teach it,
but they don’t have the design. Umm so to, the best kind of person would be someone
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who had already been a teacher who could be trained to do the design work, or that
you know, there can be somebody that can have both skills.
She said being an instructor and being a course designer are different, and that not many
people had both. She needed to work with someone who had both pedagogical and technological
knowledge. However, it was difficult to find people someone with both. She added it was
difficult to find someone to ask for help. Previously, she used to get help from the technology
lounge at the university, but because of the budget cuts, many people left. She said the IT Help
Desk was not helpful either. Therefore, she did not have any help to improve her course design.
She added that trying to learn all the affordances of the LMS also required a huge amount of time
on her side, she said, “I, that [knowing all the buttons on the LMS] would require hours and
hours of my time to explore every single Canvas button and I don’t have the time to do that.” She
also shared her frustration that the administrators did not really understand that she spent a lot of
time creating her online courses from scratch, and it was a constant work. She never sat back
after she created one course, and taught it the same way every semester. She worked on
improving the course every time she taught it. Based on her students’ performance and based on
what she wanted to do, she changed assignments, rubrics, books, added new media, etc., so it
was a constant work in progress, which took a lot of time, and “that’s like giving me a double
assignment for the same amount of work.”
Nicole’s online course design elements included Home Page, course syllabus,
announcements, course modules, discussions, course evaluations, final exam matrix and library
resources. The Home Page was created using a template by the technology support team at the
university, and included content-related images of books, with the title of the course, the
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instructor’s name, e-mail address and office hours by request information. Below the image,
there were tabs linked to course syllabus, overview, modules, Canvas Help, readings, and
instructor. On the left corner of the Home Page, you could also view a video in which Nicole
introduced herself and an overview of the course activities. The course syllabus page outlined all
the major activities with due dates and times, and the weighing of the modules on the side. You
could also find the pdf file of the course syllabus which was an infographic with several images
giving students detailed information about the goals of the course, required skills, how students
should communicate their questions, grading weighing, the letter scale, submission policies,
required readings, objectives of all the course activities, a detailed course schedule and a whole
section devoted to university policies with several links to the source sites. There were 5 biweekly modules created and they were due the same days of the second weeks, Thursday midnights. The first module was divided into two sub-modules. The first half was an orientation to
the course and included content pages for course communication, course-related questions,
syllabus, how to be successful in the course, course readings, assignments, assessments and
netiquette. This first half of the first module also had quizzes on course syllabus, assessment and
netiquette. The second half of the first module started with an assignment on book selection and
the rest of the module introduced library and the related resources with quizzes on finding
resources and services on the university’s library and searching the library catalogs. The rest of
modules from module 3 to module 5 were on course content. Each module included module
overview pages with module descriptions, learning outcomes and assigned readings. In addition
to the module overviews, the modules typically included content pages with readings, videos,
discussions on readings or videos or a synthesis of readings and videos, module content-related
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quizzes and assignments. The content pages included multi-digital content resources varying
from images, links to other web-sites and several videos. Some of the content-related videos
were created by the course instructor and the others were by other experts. The assignments had
very detailed instructions and very detailed rubrics. The fifth module included content pages on
the final exam, course evaluation and surveys on the course and the graders.
Nicole stated that the course she taught asynchronously this semester went well.
However, because of the holidays, instead of doing 6 modules, she had to drop one module, and
they did 5 modules so that it was better paced for the students. She shared that the design
strategies she implemented worked in general and some of the assignments were better than the
others. She tried to create interactive assignments so that they were engaging and also principled
in some ways. The assignments required students to engage in artistic activities like taking a
picture of themselves with the book and doing some artistic work with it. She could also see the
course went well as there were 200 students in her class, and only around 20 students e-mailed
her, and the emails were about what they were supposed to do in some of the assignments or how
to navigate the course. She did not see something like “I didn’t understand this assignment. What
am I supposed to do?” She also shared that she did similar things the previous summer so she
was able to keep things working and took out the things that did not work.
Nicole shared that as she did not want any of her students to go ahead and complete the
whole class right away, she never rolled the whole course out. She mentioned that not publishing
the whole course gave her control over her grading as well. If the students went ahead and
completed some assignments ahead of their due time, it would be difficult for her to grade
something ahead. She described her thoughts saying:
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And then I would have people that run and do the whole class right away. I just can’t
manage, I can’t be like that. It’s, I need control and I need to know when things are due, I
want to grade all these things at the same time, not, I cannot be that adaptive…. but umm
I try to teach it more like I teach on, in person. Like I have deadlines, and you’re going to
meet them and then we’re going to grade them all at the same time so we are fair as fair
and consistent as we can be. Because if I grade something 6 weeks from now, I’m not
using the same criteria in the same way as if I used it when I did everybody at the same
time.
She stated that her students knew that she would not lay out the whole course upfront. They
would know the due dates and they would conform to that. She shared sometimes some students
complained about it in the course evaluations; however, the number was small.
Another reason for her to publish the course module by module was she wanted to have
control over the students’ progress. Therefore, in module 1, she taught them how to navigate the
course, and then in module 2, she built on it more just to get them to form the habit. In module 3,
she told them that “Okay we’re going to start holding you some criteria here. And you need to
use the content from the modules in your assignments so we know that you’re reading and
applying it.” However, she shared she had a continual problem that students did not read. She
even used pre-requisites within the modules so that the students could proceed the way she
structured it and learn the content. However, the students were not trying to learn the content,
instead “all they want to know what number of assignments are there to do and they’re going to
do them with half knowledge.” She explained they did not go through the modules. Despite the
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warnings and the pre-requisites, the students would just click and view the pages and do the
assignment. She shared:
I have so much evidence that they are not reading a word of a module cos they’ll click on
the assignment and do the assignment and that’s it. And even if I try to get them to “view
this page,” and I do that. They have to view every page. They just click right through it to
get to an assignment, they are not reading anything.
As the students did not follow the structure provided and do the assigned readings, they did poor
on the assignments and they got frustrated. She even stated that the students did not even read the
rubrics she created for each assignment. Otherwise, they would know what information was
required for successful completion of the assignments. She complained “when they’re [the
students] off on their own, I can’t make them look at this paragraph and read it and understand.”
She also explained that the platform made it possible for the students to skip things over by
showing them what was due on the home page and when the students clicked on it, they were
able to get to the assignment and do it without going through the module. She complained that
the learning management system “operates under the assumption that everyone is going to read
and do their best and follow along. They don’t operate under the assumption of cheating,
shortcuts, bad readers, all, they don’t prevent any of that.” She shared that she decided not to put
in any description of the assignment on the assignment submission page except for the rubric so
the students would have to go back to the module, read it and then go back to assignment page to
submit their work.
Another continual problem Nicole had with the students was that the students did not
know how to communicate. She set boundaries, and would answer questions Monday through
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Friday and keep weekends off. She stated that she needed to set the boundary as undergrads were
not very understanding; did not know how to communicate online; and wanted immediate
response. She stated that she put it in the course in several places informing students about how
to communicate their problems. She required students not to use inbox to e-mail her as it was
complicated and she did not like to use it. She wanted her students to use her personal email
instead, or to put their course related questions in the discussion boards. She was upset that the
students did not follow her policy, and they were sometimes frustrated about her not responding
to their e-mails sent via inbox. She was frustrated that the student questions also showed that
they did not really read and understand. She emphasized how important for online students to be
a good reader; to have strong reading comprehension, and o takes notes just like they took a
face-to-face course were saying:
This is the thing about online classes that people are not really understanding. It requires
the student to have very strong reading comprehension, and students don’t have it.
They’re skimmers, and they scan. They don’t read deeply; they don’t make notes; they
don’t, they don’t take the class the same way they would take, umm, like if they were in
live class, they would take notes about what’s due, and they would write thing that they
don’t do that, they don’t go back and check!
She complained that “I don’t know how to make the people read and navigate the course. And I
can’t fix canvas inbox.”
Nicole stated that she frequently used the course announcements as well. The
announcements mostly functioned as reminders such as the module was open, or the module due
date reminders. Sometimes, she used them to communicate an urgent problem. She said she left
239

the announcements open for student replies because she did not know that they could be locked
and the students would leave comments there. However, she said she learnt how to lock the
announcements for student replies so she decided to lock them. She also learnt that the
announcements could be scheduled to open on certain dates. She liked the function as she would
not have to keep reminders for herself to make an announcement, but would create it
immediately and schedule it to a certain date. That would help her have less on her to-do list.
Nicole also described how she facilitated the discussion board activities and stated that
discussions were a major component of the course and she tried to make them as interactive as
possible. She wanted the students to do the readings and “show they’re thinking deeper and
deeper.” She wanted her students to interact with each other, and also know that she was
monitoring it. Therefore, she would sometimes respond to the first people who posted on the
discussion board. She would give them feedback on how they did and if there was something
missing or wrong so that the others could see what they were supposed to do and post their
discussion accordingly. However, in some discussions she would go back and forth however, as
the class size was too large, it was very difficult for her to do it often. She said she tried using
group discussions previously; however, students had access problems because of the platform
and it also became difficult for the graders to keep track of the students. She also admitted that
she did not believe students would participate more if they worked in a group. She said if a
student did not participate in whole class discussion, usually that student would not participate in
a group discussion either.
As for assessment, she shared that the discussions and writing assignments were major
parts of the assessment. However, the quizzes were just a small of portion of it. She knew
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students could cheat in the quizzes by sharing the responses with other students so she was
planning to create something that would require the students to bring in something novel like
they would respond to something novel. She was thinking about it yet.
Nicole shared that the hardest thing was the grading. First of all, it was difficult to get
students to write. They wanted examples; however, when they provided examples, the students
tended to copy the examples. Then, they would face plagiarism issues. Therefore, she had started
to implement a different strategy. She explained her strategy saying she created 9 modules for
the course, and she would do, for instance, module 1, 3, 5, 7, 9 one semester and the next
semester she would do module 1, 2, 4, 6, 8. She tried to change the assignments every semester
so that she never had any students plagiarize. She said the content for this course was very broad
so she would keep some basics the same, but she said “I could change the books out. I can, you
know, I can change the type of writing assignments, all those things I change so that way I don’t
have any, none has ever plagiarized.” She stated that before she took over the course, there were
many instances of plagiarism, but she never had any. She also added that if it happened in the
same class like “copy person-to-person,” then she would deduct points off the same percentage
as whatever the plagiarism percentage was. So if the percentage was 30, she would take 30 % of
the points off.
Another challenge she mentioned with grading was with the graders. She had 6 graduate
assistants who helped her with grading. She said when they had their meetings, she would
remind them to communicate with the students and she wanted her graders not to just assign a
grade, but also communicate with the students by posting comments in the comment boxes. The
graders would get frustrated as most students did not respond back to the comments and the
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graders felt like they were “talking to the wall.” They spent time and effort to create an
interactive environment; however, when it did not work, they felt reluctant to continue it. On the
other hand, Nicole was adamant that it was a necessary practice and they should continue doing
it. In the end, if the students did not want to communicate, it was their choice, but the graders
needed to do it. She stated that keeping everything working and at the same time meeting and
training the graders were adding to her workload.
For the next semesters, Nicole was planning to work on improving the course instructions
and make them clearer. She was also planning to work on the assignments and make sure they
were relevant and authentic. Since many of her students were from different majors, she wanted
to bridge the gap as much as possible by providing more relevant content. One major change she
was already working on was she wrote a book for the course. She collaborated with the
technology support team and created the book that included most of what she did in class. They
included the content, the interactive things and links from the course she designed and put them
in the book. She shared the book would be free access to all students. The students were going to
use the book as the major course material and go back to course site to do the course
assignments.

Richard

Richard was the coordinator of the fully online MA program where he taught 13 totally
online courses at MA and Ph.D. levels for the last five years. Prior to his current online faculty
position, he had taught face-to-face for six years so he said when he got the job in his current
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position, he was “a little bit hesitant because it was a totally online program, and I wasn’t sure
cos I never taught online before.” He also stated that even as a graduate student, he had taken
only one online class. Therefore, he had no idea what it would be like to teach online. Then, he
started to teach online, he learnt many things mostly on his own, from his own experiences, and
he was proud of it. For the first three years, he had no training, and he tried to transfer some of
the things he had done in his face-to-face classes to online courses. He described how his
teaching transformed as he taught online and how he used his students’ feedback to guide him as
he designed and taught online courses saying:
When I originally started teaching online, I would just open it up module by module, and
I quickly found that all my students like all of the modules to be ready for them from day
one so that they can go as fast or as slow as they want in the course.
In addition to his student’s feedback, Richard learnt from a research project he did with his
students the first time he taught online. He explained “I asked my students about their
perspectives, and engaging in online programs and their experiences. And we wrote it up and
everything; got it published.” He stated he took his students’ “feedback to heart” and
implemented changes. Finally, he mentioned that the exit survey that his MA students completed
taught him, and encouraged him as well.
It was in his third year teaching online Richard attended a certificate program. He stated
it was an eight-week program where they talked about different theoretical frameworks on
teaching and learning online, and it was a requirement for all faculty members teaching online
courses.
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As Richard talked about his teaching online transformation, his motivation also changed.
The first time he started to teach online, he explained his motivation was basically “because I’m
in an online program so that is an expectation.” However, he became more motivated to teach
online as he thought, “For me online teaching opens up time to do research and service and other
things related to my faculty position.” He explained how teaching online allowed more time to
do research as he described that when he taught online, it was the designing process up-front that
took a long time; however, “during the semester, you’re just really kind of maintaining it versus
actually having to think of different active learning experiences that could last maybe a three
hour period every single week.” However, when he taught face-to-face, he stated that it took him
longer while he taught as he prepared for 16 weeks, which gave him less time to do research and
attend to his other responsibilities. He described how teaching face-to-face took more time
saying:
I would think that face-to-face takes more time. Not up-front, of course, and not it’s not
one time period. But it’s throughout the whole semester, because when I would prepare
for my face-to-face classes, I felt every week I was spending two or three days. I mean a
day to prepare you know, a day to teach, and a day that you kind of reflect or grade, or
you know, uh, things like that.
However, he added what he would like in face-to-face classes was not having to prepare the
whole course all at the beginning of the semester. Therefore, designing a face-to-face course
would be easier as compared to an online course. He stated that “Whereas the online is a little bit
more time demanding at least up-front because I’m basically creating the experiences throughout
the whole 16 weeks.” Despite the time and effort intensive frontloading of teaching online,
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Richard stated that he was more motivated to teach online than to teach face-to-face. He listed
his desire and years of experience in teaching online were important reasons for this. However,
he thought “teaching face-to-face probably would give me a little more satisfaction, which would
help with my motivation” because of the relationships he would be able to build and because the
non-verbal cues he would have in face-to-face classes would be greater. He said teaching faceto-face, “You can kind of check up on them to see how they’re doing and you really get to know
them a lot better, I think, with face-to-face course. So I think that in itself is motivation to
continue that.”
Another motivating factor for Richard to teach online was seeing how his students’
negative perception of online education changed by the time they graduated. He said “Most of
them [MA students] come in with some kind of negative perception about engaging in an online
course.” They thought the online courses would be easy, and they would not learn much.
However, he said “they actually do learn a lot even though it’s online.” He maintained describing
how the students realized that “the online courses are more rigorous and more challenging than
face-to-face.” Seeing how his students’ perceptions changed also gave him satisfaction with
teaching online. While Richard elaborated on his experience with his students’ transformation of
their perceptions about online education, he also referred the larger community, and he shared
that the biggest challenge of online education was lack of respect and recognition. He disclosed
that “On my part, and it’s interesting I have people, I’ll tell them I teach online and they’ll be
like ‘How does that work?’ Cos people can’t imagine teaching online, and how that, how that’s
even possible.” He talked about how people perceived online education to be of lower quality or
easier than face-to-face, and said:
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that’s [online is easier and less rigorous] a very common misconception about online
teaching and learning. I mean, obviously, there’s varying levels of rigor and challenge,
and quality. But I think if you can do just as good if not better in an online environment
than you can in a face-to-face course.
He also mentioned even in the university, people did not recognize that they had a totally online
Ph.D. program. He complained that “even the Graduate School did not seem to realize we have
the only Ph.D. program in the entire university.” He maintained that even their colleagues in the
department “tend to marginalize us and think that we’re not doing anything” because as online
faculty, they did not meet their students on a daily basis, and the face-to-face faculty did not see
the online faculty interacting with their students.
Richard stated that he perceived both online and face-to-face to be pretty equal. He said
“I don’t think one is better than the other.” He maintained that building relationship with the
students was the main thing that would matter in both online and face-to-face formats. He
explained the reason as:
… cos that’s what’s really going to get them satisfied with the program, is going to get
them to engage in the content, and to go above and beyond the expectations. So and that’s
really all that they probably remember and really matter in the long, long term. And I
think sometimes faculty fails to realize that. Yeah. Then you can establish that
relationship in an online program just as much as you can do face-to-face.
As Richard perceived building rapport with students very important, he shared that within the
program, they tried to counteract the challenge of physical and temporal difference brought about
by online education, and tried to establish relationships with their students. One of the things he
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shared was as he was the coordinator of the MA program, he wanted to have better rapport with
his students. When the students started the program, he would ask them their birthdates and
“when their birthday comes up, I send them an e-card, … cos there’s kind of that human touch
that they don’t get.” He also shared that they had an international experience for doctoral
students through which they allowed Ph.D. students to have a professional and social experience.
He mentioned that one of the professors took the doctoral students to Germany, and spent two
weeks there learning about the workforce in Germany, which helped to broaden the students’
horizons academically as well as providing opportunities to socialize with their peers. He stated
that this study abroad experience motivated students.
Another strategy he implemented to foster the relationship with his online students was to
have a dinner with his MA students and their significant others once they finished the program.
He stated his students really liked it “because they get that, you know, positive perception of the
program, and they’ll tell other people about the program many of them will go on to our doctoral
program.” He stated that at least 20 % of MA students enrolled in the doctorate programs.
Finally, he also shared that they implemented on-campus orientations to combat the time
and spatial distance in the online courses. They had three required on-campus sessions that they
held in an academic year. Each of these sessions lasted between 9 a.m. till 5 p.m. on Saturdays.
He said it was a cohort model, and both MA and doctorate students did it. He explained the
benefits as:
… and it really goes a long way in terms of students building community within their
cohorts, getting to know the faculty. And they really use those relationships that they
build even in that short period of time to help each other and support each other to get
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through the program. So, everyone all of our students, they have benefits of those on
campus sessions.
He said they had students from all over the U.S., and even some from other countries, and
they flew in to join these on-campus sessions. They also had guest speakers joining in. He
explained that during the first on-campus session held in the beginning of the fall semester, the
students were informed about the program, the faculty and the expectations from a graduate
student. They got the course syllabi, and did some activities on the syllabi to help become
familiar with the course expectations. The initial face-to-face sessions were very useful because
“it really takes the learning curb down in terms of… them being able to… be oriented towards
the course.” When they met the second time at the end of the fall semester, they wrapped up the
fall courses, and talked about the spring semester’s courses, and did their group project
presentations. The third on-campus session was held at the end of the spring semester during
which they wrapped up the courses. He said the only frustrations they experienced with these oncampus sessions were related to the institution as they encountered problems such as reserving
the rooms, providing food to the students. He stated the room reservation was a problem, and
said:
… even though no one’s using it, they don’t allow us to reserve the rooms so we always
run into problems where students will come and the room will be locked or someone else
will be using the room. And then because of our, you know, not face-to-face course that
meets regularly and they don’t think that we, I guess, deserve to have a room.
He also explained that their students came from different cities or even different countries for a
whole Saturday, most places to eat on campus were not open, and “they did not have time to go
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out to eat.” Therefore, they “end up having to pay for it as faculty cos no one wants to grease the
budget for meals.” He added that the university embraced the online model “but they don’t care
to bring us on board to tell us what are these challenges, or addressing the challenges.” He
believed they did not really support the program, and admitted that receiving more support from
the institution would increase his satisfaction teaching online.
Richard maintained that the orientation sessions were one of the strategies that added to
his online experience as well, and since he believed that he was not that creative with the course
activities, he had decided to involve his students into creating an assignment for the courses he
taught while they attended the on-campus sessions. Therefore, during the on-campus sessions, he
put the students into groups; gave them a blank rubric, and ask them to create an assignment that
they would love to work on while they took the course. They created the assignment there, and
presented it to the other groups. Then, they tried to figure out what the requirements of that
assignment would be. Finally, they would vote for the best one, and the winning assignment
would go into the course as one of their assignments. Richard said that creating such an
assignment helped students:
… they all come to the course wanting something, to know something, and it might not
be necessarily the things that I outline for them, so this gives them the opportunity to
have a little bit of say in terms of the course syllabus and assignments
In addition to the strategies they used to increase student interaction, Richard also talked
about his online course design experiences. He shared that he did not teach the same course
every single semester and the whole process of designing a course from scratch would take
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minimum three weeks working on it every day, which was time and effort intensive. He clarified
even if he taught the same course previously; he would have to modify it:
even the courses that I taught before I’m always changing it and updating it because the
one, the reading materials get old pretty quickly so I’m always feeling like I’m going in
and changing before the semester begins.
He informed that he usually designed the courses during the breaks so he was planning to
design his course for spring semester during the winter break. Then, the summer course would be
designed during the break between spring and summer school.
He reminded that the students got the syllabus at the on-campus session, and could ask
him questions face-to-face. I had a close look at the syllabus he designed for his course, and it
was very detailed informing students about the instructor, the contact information (office
address, e-mail address, telephone number), office hours (by appointment), general information
about the college, course description, course rationale, instructional materials, system
requirements and technical problems, recommended readings, due dates, grade scale,
assessments, accommodations for students with disabilities, expectations for face-to-face, and
guidelines for online class discussions, web-based delivery, academic integrity, LMS e-mail,
providing feedback to colleagues, how to check their grades, masters portfolio, and a detailed
tentative schedule.
Then, Richard detailed his course design strategies and he shared that he designed his
online courses different from face-to-face courses “because our students are mostly working
adults. They have jobs and families. They have health issues, other different responsibilities and
challenges in their lives.” He also maintained that his courses reflected his teaching style and
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philosophy. He explained that unlike the weekly module design of a face-to-face course, he
usually structured his online courses using a four-module (monthly) design as:
I want to create a more relaxed, comfortable environment. I don't want them to feel that
every week there's always something to do, and if they're really busy with their personal
life that they're going to really lose a whole bunch of points. I want it to be more of a
relaxed experience where they work at their leisure, but it's also challenging at the same
time.
He explained “it’s just a little bit cleaner for me, I think, and it helps the students in terms of
knowing when things are due. It’s pretty standard and I do that through all courses.” Therefore,
the students had a whole month to complete the module assignments including assigned
readings, discussions, papers, etc. However, he admitted that there were pros and cons to this sort
of design. He listed the pros saying that the assignments were substantive, and would take the
students a month to complete them, “they do have the time to spend on it, you know, an entire
month. And then, they are able to develop large projects versus doing small papers.” He also
stated that using the similar course design format, he would help his students focus on their
learning more, and said “I feel like they're going to focus more on the coursework and the
learning, versus figuring out where things are, or when things are due, and things like that. It
really minimizes the number of questions I get from students.”
As for the disadvantages, he talked about a minority of students’ procrastination; leaving
everything to the last day to complete the module assignments. However, he advocated that
majority of his students liked his course design and got accustomed to it after the first module,
and did not have problems submitting on time. He shared that as he used the same structure in all
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his courses, his students liked not having to “change gears and get oriented to a new style of
teaching.” He said that his students even wished that all faculty members had the same
organization. However, he did not agree on using the same format by all faculty members as
every faculty member had their own teaching philosophies, teaching styles, and that they taught
differently.
Richard also shared that he used SoftChalk, a content and e-learning authoring tool, for
the modules. He described that “And the SoftChalk actually will give you an introduction to the
module and go into depth about what they’re going to learn and what the essential concepts and
themes are for that module.” The SoftChalk also included a list of assigned readings such as
articles, book chapters and some monographs as well as videos, podcasts, links to other web
sites. He maintained he used different types of content “cos before, I would always, like the first
semester I talked, I would always use peer review drawn articles and students would say “that
gets kind of boring. I wish you would kind of put some more online activities or podcasts or
webcasts or whatever, videos, and things for your course.” Therefore, he tried to include various
content resources. He continued saying that he also made sure to give students different types of
assignments instead of just papers. He emphasized how helping his students to improve their
writing skills through different activities was important for him saying:
my biggest goal for them practice their writing skills cos I want them to finish or
graduate with good writing. So I tend to do a lot of papers but I try to break it up a little
bit by doing PowerPoint presentations, narrated presentations. I do different types of
creative things. So it might be writing a paper but it’s more about like, for instance, my
curriculum class, they develop an actual curriculum.
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Richard also maintained that online courses should include a combination of individual
and group work. However, he explained that there was a difference between master’s students
and doctorate students. For doctorate students, in particular, a lot of the work was independent as
he believed “The dissertation's independent. Part of it is preparing them for that.” But he also
wanted them to socialize so he assigned the group work activities as well. However, in most
courses, he did not have group work, the students did independent assignments. Sometimes he
allowed his students to decide whether to work in a group or do it individually.
Richard added that when he created assignments, he tried to make the assignments “very
fun, engaging and meaningful.” He stated that it was about the students’ learning that mattered
most so he designed projects and assignments. He underlined that his students’ products based
off the reading materials mattered more to him than the content as he explained “because I feel
like they learn more from the products that they create than they do with just readings and the
discussions and the videos.” Also, he believed students would take what they learnt from their
products with themselves when they graduated. However, he maintained that it was all
dependent on the course as well since some content would lend itself for this, and some would
not. Richard added that typically he designed a large group project assignment to be submitted at
the end of the semester. He also shared he designed only whole class discussions, and said that “I
did not put much emphasis on the discussion forums.” He provided students with detailed
instructions on the discussion board as to what the students were expected to do. He provided
many questions and required the students to respond to any two of the questions they wanted. He
tried to make sure that the questions were thought-provoking; something that the students would
be interested in, or relate to; therefore, he allowed variety to cater for diverse interests, and
motivate his students to participate in the discussions. He also required the students to respond to
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at least two their friends’ posts. He added that he did not design synchronous discussions or chats
with students as he contended “in my experience students don’t really like synchronous
discussions. So I don’t typically do that in my course.”
In addition to creating course assignments and discussions, Richard underlined that
creating detailed rubrics for the assignments was really helpful for him and his students. He
maintained that his rubrics were very self-explanatory and helped to minimize questions from the
students while he taught. However, he added he did not create rubrics for the asynchronous
whole class discussions.
Richard shared that designing and developing the online course was the most time and
effort intensive aspect of his teaching online. While he taught, he found it less time and effort
intensive. He explained that students mostly did their assignments on the weekends so it was
important to respond and give prompt feedback. It was not like he spent many hours every day
teaching the online course. In his current course, he shared that the students did not have any
issues with the course assignments so far, and did pretty well. He added that the discussions were
going really well and the groups were also doing pretty well with the project. He also stated that
it was the first time ever that the project groups did not have any issues. He shared that most of
workload was about maintaining the course, which he explained as:
… you know responding to students. A lot of the questions and e-mails that I get from
students are on the weekends so I feel the need to be online and always checking e-mail
cos I know it can be frustrating if they e-mail, say, on Friday at night, and then you wait
till Monday to respond.
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However, he stated that he did not get many questions from his students as his course was
structured in a consistent format. After the first module, the students usually would get used to
the format, and would not have any questions about “where things are, or when things are due.”
He explained that in addition to having a structured consistent format, the detailed rubrics were
also useful to guide and help his students while they did the assignments and prevented questions
from the students. He explained:
I attribute a lot of it [not having many student questions] to the rubrics because the
students tend to really gravitate toward the rubrics. That is where usually there is some
type of clarity issues. If there was no rubrics, it would be around the assignment. I try to
make sure that all of my assignments have pretty detailed rubrics, or rubrics that they can
understand.
He said rubrics helped him as well while he graded his students’ works, and made it easier for
him to grade his students’ work in a shorter time. He stated:
I mean, really, it doesn't take me a long time to grade because they either have it or not.
There are times where they don't expand on some of their thoughts. I want them to be
more in depth. I take off points for that. Besides that, it's clear they either have it or not.”
He added that while he did the grading, in addition to the rubric, he gave extensive feedback to
his students. The content of his feedback would include “what's good, what needs to be changed,
what I would expect going forward in the next assignment.” He shared that his students really
liked his feedback and found it very useful. He even offered them the opportunity to submit
earlier than the due date for feedback, revise and submit their assignments again. He shared
many students did it, and it took a lot of time as he had to read them and gave feedback to them.
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He added they might also revise and re-submit if they did it within a week after their initial
submissions, however, later re-submissions were not allowed. He would allow them to submit
late but for each week late, they would face a letter grade deduction. After the second week, they
would get zero. He explained:
My philosophy is I'm trying to help them learn and develop, not just try to give a grade
and then move on. If there's something that they didn't learn, I will allow them to go back
and learn it and then get the points for it, but it's a shorter time frame. That helps a little
bit.
Richard added that the other reason why he did not like late submissions and implemented
penalties was because once he was done with grading, he would not want to go back again and
try to get in that in mode again. While he graded his students’ works, he liked to be consistent
with some criteria and motivated:
because I can see some of the errors, and I’m making sure that I’m taking up the same
points. Then, after I get out of that mode, and then a week or two later I have to grade
something that was due before, then I lose that train of thought, and I lose motivation for
grading it.
It also worked to help students to submit their assignments in a timely manner, and he managed
to be fair towards all submitting on time. He stated that if his students turned in their assignments
on a Friday at 5 p.m., he would usually grade them by Sunday afternoon or evening so that his
students would be able to benefit from that feedback for the coming assignments.
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Communicating with his students was another thing that he had to do to maintain the
online course via phone calls, e-mail and announcements. He shared that most of his older
students preferred to call him on the phone and talk as they were not into e-mailing. Moreover,
he expressed that he used e-mail and announcements to communicate with his students for three
reasons, giving overall feedback, maintaining his teacher presence and informing about the
upcoming assignments:
It’s multiple things. One, it’s to say “I’m here, and I’m watching.” and to give them a
little bit of feedback in terms of overall, like maybe the assignment before, I’ll say, “You
guys did good on this.” or “There are some issues with this.”
He stated that sending an announcement would not take him longer than 30 minutes maximum.
He stated that he used the same message that he e-mailed to his students in the announcements as
he wanted to provide an opportunity for them to find his message either in their e-mails or in the
announcements on the course site as the students took other courses, they might want to go back
and find the same information or feedback on the course site. He also contended that he did not
just make announcements as he was not sure if his students even checked them. He explained
why he locked the announcements for student replies on the course site, and said his previous
experiences taught him that sometimes some replies from the students confused their peers and
created problems. He shared:
One time I had a student that e-mailed their interpretation of what I said and it was totally
wrong, and then by the time I went to address it, there was three or four people and
they’re all confused, so to limit that, I close it for comments.
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To prevent such issues, he preferred to lock them for replies now. He said he would rather
respond to individual questions himself without further misinterpretations. If he received the
same question from more students, he would like to use e-mail and announcement to clarify
things himself.
In addition to his e-mail and announcements, he said he created a kind of a forum, called
“Starbucks,” where his students would be able to, for instance, talk about issues or share articles,
but typically not about course events. He underlined that he preferred to be contacted for the
course-related issues to avoid confusion. He explained:
I want to control the information flow with the course, because I don’t want people to get
confused. And from previous courses, I learn that when you, for me at least, sometimes
students will really confuse people, and then it creates this kind of mass hysteria when
it’s a misinterpretation.
He also shared his facilitation of discussion board activities and re-stated that he
implemented whole class discussions and provided very detailed instructions for each of the four
discussion board activities. He had were four discussion board activities, one for each monthly
module with a consistent format. The students were given at least 10 questions and were
expected to respond to at least two of the questions, and reply back to at least two of their class
mates’ posts. They could take part anytime they wanted within the month. He said that he also
participated in the discussions:
I do try to go in there and respond to some of the students, not all of them, but I try to
respond. They know that I'm engaged and I'm looking at their responses… Typically, it's

258

just saying I appreciate your posts on this. There's time where maybe they didn't post
enough. They only posted three and they were supposed to post four.
He explained that the discussions were informal because some students were really
interested in the discussions, but some were only interested in getting the points, not the
discussions. He did not think some students got anything out of the discussions despite how
engaging the discussions were. Therefore, he stated that he also did not “put a lot of stock in it.
It’s worth 80 points total out of, I don’t know how many, 600 or something like that, points.”
The purpose of the discussions was just to check whether they read the materials, and whether
they understood it. Even though the discussions were informal, he also wanted the students to
use formal language and write using APA style as he saw it as an opportunity to help the students
with their writing before they embarked on their assignments. He also stated that when he graded
them, he did not have a rubric for the discussions so he gave them “all general feedback about
their posts, nothing really big. Usually, there's not a whole lot to say in the discussion forums
because they know what they're doing.” His feedback would also include issues with APA style
and he would deduct points off if there were any APA issues. He emphasized that he was not
flexible with late submissions on the discussion boards. After the due date was over, even if the
students put in their posts, they were not given any credit for their participation as none would go
back to a previous discussion so it was pointless to post late.
Richard also shared how he orchestrated the group work in details. One thing he shared
was he did not do group work in every course, but tried to give them a sense of what it meant to
work in a group. He emphasized that he implemented group work especially in the first course
the students took:
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… because to me, that’s part of building that community, and once they work in that
group, then they know at least those three or four people in that group and that kind of
carries them throughout the two years if it’s the Master’s program for instance. So to me
having them build those relationships with each other is just as important as me building
a relationship with them because they help umm create support systems to get through the
program.
He described one group activity, called “Ice Cream activity,” he did during the on-campus
sessions to introduce one of the courses he taught. He explained he had his students work in
groups and gave them detailed instructions and many ingredients on different tables. However,
the students did not know what exactly they were making, and he did not answer their questions
while they worked on it. He wanted the students to figure out what they were doing. Once they
understood and completed the activity, they talked about why they did it. He explained it was an
ice breaker activity, and helped to have a good sense of team building.
As for the group work activities Richard implemented, he shared that the group projects
were not assigned until midterm time, and he assigned group members depending on their
performance in their previous assignments in order to help good performers keep excelling. He
explained:
I looked at how well they've participated in the discussion forum and their grades. That
helps inform me of who I put in what groups. I think, personally, that I don't want to put a
slacker with students who are excelling and performing very well. I put all of the students
who are not doing well in one group, and see how they do. I really don't feel like they
should bring other people's grades down.
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Next strategy he implemented was creating a group course site. He shared that the
learning management system allowed him to create a group course site where the students would
have their own space with almost any affordances the instructor would have such as
announcements, pages, files, discussions, e-mail, synchronous chats etc. He shared that some
students took advantage of that, and some preferred to meet face-to-face depending on their
locations. He also explained how the group members collaborated saying, “Typically, they'll split
up the task. I try to tell them to get it done early. I have an early deadline so that they can
actually make it cohesive, make sure it works. If there's any section that's missing, then they have
time to do it.” He explained that most of the time, the groups would have an issue getting hold of
one of the group members in at least one of the groups. If something like this happened, he said,
“I try to make sure that I communicate to them that they need to let me know early if they're
having problems so I can do something about it.” He would e-mail the student, and if he did not
receive a response, he would remove that student from the group. After removing the student
from the group, if he realized that there were very few students in the group, he would assign
them to different groups. He asked the group to fill out an individual contribution form, “which
is a survey they get to rate themselves as well as their group members of how much they
contributed to the project. Then they can provide comments.” He stated that he used the averages
of the ratings for each person from the survey while he graded each individual; therefore, “Their
grade can be slightly different depending on how well they contributed.” He believed it to be a
motivating factor for them, especially “slackers won’t do that. If they are, they'll get less points
than that group. I think that helps, but mostly they do it on their own.” He explained that to learn
how to work in a group was as part of their learning process. Once the project was completed,
the groups presented their projects during the on-campus session at the end of the semester. He
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said he would send out an e-mail and make announcement re-iterating the requirements of the
presentation such as how long it should be and the importance of rehearsals. After each group
presentation, the students would have opportunities to ask questions to the presenting groups
about their projects.
When asked about the instances of plagiarism, Richard explained they informed the
students at the on-campus sessions about the consequences. He said if it happened once, he
would give the student a second chance as the student might not be well aware of the
consequences. He would give the student a week or so to revise the assignment. If it happened a
second time, he would deduct 80 % off or even assign zero depending on the percentage of
plagiarism. For the third time offenders, which he never had, he said “I probably would take it a
little bit more seriously, not that a zero isn’t taking it seriously.”
After having talked about his course design and implementation strategies, Richard
shared two of the challenges he encountered with Ph.D. students. He stated that most of the
Ph.D. students were working adults with families so their education became their third or fourth
priority. He described their experience saying, “So they take the courses, but don’t get the full
experience in terms of writing with us. And you know doing the conference presentations and
things.” He mentioned that when he started as a faculty member, he expected to work with his
students for research projects and publish, which he had been committed to do when he was a
graduate student, but their students, except for the full-time assistant students, only took classes,
and “that’s about it.” He added that the Ph.D. students “did not take the initiative to do their
programs of study to figure out what their committee members are going to be like and things
like that…” The students expected the faculty members to initiate the students. He wished they
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could be more self-directed in their learning, and that increase his satisfaction with overall
teaching as well.

Conclusion

The section of the dissertation presented a detailed picture of each participating faculty
members’ experiences teaching online courses. The description of the cases presented responses
to each research question within the stories of each faculty member. While doing this, it
presented information about the faculty members’ profile, how they started to teach online, if
they received any training or not, what the motivating and satisfying factors were in teaching
online courses, what challenges they faced while designing and teaching online courses and what
strategies they implemented while designing and teaching their courses.
In the following section, a comparative analysis of the faculty experiences in teaching
online courses was presented.

263

CHAPTER V:

CROSS ANALYSES OF THE SIX SINGLE CASES

In this section, the findings from six single cases were analyzed. While doing the crosscase analysis, the faculty members were compared and contrasted with respect to their profile
which included the information about how long they taught online, what their motivations and
satisfactions were. The findings from the single cases were also analyzed according to faculty
practices of course design and implementation with respect to Michael Moore’s “Three Types of
Interaction.”

Faculty Profile

While analyzing the faculty experiences in designing and teaching online courses, it was
important to know the backgrounds of the faculty. Therefore, the following section included
information about the faculty members’ profile informing about how long they taught online,
who their online audience were, the online course formats they used; if they received training or
not; their motivations for teaching online and satisfactions with teaching online courses.
Faculty Online Teaching Experience, Target Audience, Course Formats and
Training
Faculty members had varying levels of teaching online experience using different formats
at different levels (See Table 21). Among the six faculty members, Dale had the most teaching
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online experience with 12 years followed by Ciara with 8 years. Both Nicole and Richard taught
online for five years. Richard shared that he taught 13 online courses and he rarely taught the
same course again. In five years, he never taught face-to-face. Harvard and Nathan were the
faculty with least online teaching experience. Harvard was not sure if he taught online for 2 or 3
years, and Nathan taught three courses online. Nathan, like Richard, also reported that he did not
teach the same course for a second time either.
As for their target audience, three faculty members, Ciara, Dale and Richard taught
graduate students. Both Ciara and Richard taught asynchronously; however, Dale taught blended
courses. Dale’s courses included two or three optional synchronous audio conferences in a
semester. Harvard, Nathan and Nicole taught undergraduate and graduate courses online. Both
Harvard and Nathan taught asynchronously. Nicole, on the other hand, taught graduate courses
synchronously and undergraduate courses asynchronously.
Except for Harvard, all five faculty members had training; however, they had different
opinions about the training they received. Among the five faculty members, Nathan and Ciara
reported that they found it useful. Nathan shared that he changed his courses design after he got
the training. He started to create and roll out his courses upfront, and used his own images and an
audio recording to create a more personal environment. Dale, Nicole and Richard shared that
most of what they knew about online teaching was self-taught. Dale shared that she had to go
and ask people when she needed help. Nicole shared that the training was about the new learning
management system, and her questions related to how she could teach online better were not
fully answered. Richard also shared that he learnt a lot from his students’ feedback and research,
but nothing much from the training. Although Harvard did not have training, he reported that
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when he was a graduate student, in one of the courses, he studied online education, but it was
theory-driven.

Table 21. Summary of Faculty Profile
Faculty profile with respect to how long they taught online, target audience, online course format and training
Online teaching
Graduate / Undergraduate
Asynchronous / Synchronous
Training
experience
level
8 years
Graduate level
Asynchronous
X
12 years
Graduate level
Synchronous
X
2 or 3 years
Undergraduate / graduate
Asynchronous
3 courses
Undergraduate / graduate
Asynchronous
X
5 years
Undergraduate / graduate
Asynchronous / Synchronous
X
5 years
Graduate
Asynchronous
X

Faculty
Member
Ciara
Dale
Harvard
Nathan
Nicole
Richard

Faculty Motivation to Teach Online
Analyses of the findings across the six cases also demonstrated that faculty had different
motivations to teach online, and in some cases, it was evident that their motivations evolved in
time. These themes were job requirement, working conditions, technology, to grow in teaching,
feeling of success, personal scholarship and recognition (see table 22).

Table 22. Summary of Faculty Motivation
Faculty
Member
Ciara
Dale
Harvard
Nathan
Nicole
Richard

Faculty motivation to teach online
Job
Working
Requirement
conditions

Technology

To grow in
teaching

Feeling of
success

Personal
scholarship

Recognition

X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

The first common theme stated by the faculty members was the job requirement. Both
Dale and Nicole shared that their initial motivation to teach online was because their programs
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went online. Dale said “I needed to teach online to sustain the program.” She also shared that she
taught online because she wanted to get tenure position as well so “most of my initial motivation
was self-centered.” Similarly, Richard also started to teach online because the program where he
was currently employed was online. Therefore, at first, it was the job requirement. Nathan and
Harvard believed that it was important to have online teaching skills and experience if one
wanted to get a teaching position at a university. Nathan stated online education was “the
demand of the reality,” and without the online teaching skills and experience, it would be
difficult to get a job. Therefore, he wanted to get the experience and that was why he started to
teach online. Harvard stated similar reasoning, and added “online is kind of way of the future.”
Therefore, he started to teach online because he wanted to be “ahead of the curve.”
Another theme that emerged from the findings across the cases was working conditions.
Dale, Nicole and Richard found teaching online convenient and flexible. Dale and Richard
shared that they found it very convenient as they were more able to attend to their other
priorities. Dale liked to be able to compartmentalize her research and teaching. She shared that
she enjoyed not having students around on campus and not meeting them all the time saying:
I don’t have people walking in my office all the time. My students are never on campus.
They live all over the state. I have one in Germany. They’re not going to drop in. So, they
need to talk to me, it’s by appointment and so I can have a Skype or, or whatever.
Richard made similar points and shared that teaching online provided him time to do research
and service more. He said, “For me online teaching opens up time to do research and service and
other things related to my faculty position.” Different from Dale and Richard, Nicole talked
about how she liked the ability to attend conferences and still keep teaching so that they did not
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stay behind their schedules. She said, “there’s a conference so everybody is going to be out or
that kind of thing that way we don’t have to lose time or content. We can continue to with
discussions and things, but we don’t have to be physically present.”
Affordances of the online technology were another category emerging from two cases.
Both Ciara and Nicole enjoyed the opportunities teaching online provided them with. Ciara
shared that she was motivated to teach online because it was new, and it was a challenge that she
wanted to have since she could also see the opportunities it could provide for her teaching. She
said:
I find it [teaching online] provides an opportunity for me to really give students a chance
to learn using their strengths and their interests. I am able to provide different avenues to
UDL techniques to have multiple ways to look at the content, multiple ways to interact
with the content and interact with each other. I really am able to get to know the students
a lot more deeply I feel.
Ciara liked how using different technologies could provide various interaction patterns in the
online environment. Similarly, Nicole talked about how she was motivated by creating videos,
assignments for her online courses and the sort of online engagement she was able to achieve
while she taught online courses.
The desire to grow in teaching was another motivating factor for only Dale. She
contended that after getting tenure, she was now more able to focus on her teaching and she
wanted to “get better just because I want to do a better job!” She explained her current
motivation “is not only are they [her students] mastering the content, but also how am I seeing
that this is making a difference in schools where these people work.”
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Another motivating factor that emerged from Richard’s case was the feeling of
professional success in making a difference in students’ perceptions about online education. As
Richard shared after his initial motivation that teaching online was a job requirement, in time he
became motivated by seeing the change in his students’ perceptions about online education over
time from negative, easy to positive, challenging. He said: “Most of them come in with some
kind of negative perception about engaging in an online course, and they realize for many of our
students, they feel the online courses are more rigorous and more challenging than the face to
face.” Therefore, he shared the change they managed to make in their students’ perception now
motivated him.
Personal scholarship was another motivating factor identified in Harvard’s case. Harvard
shared that in addition to job requirement, he was also motivated to teach online because as an
instructional technology expert, he wanted to demonstrate how teaching online should be. He
explained that there were many courses offered as online courses; however, they were all more
like correspondence courses. Therefore, he was motivated to teach online to demonstrate how
teaching online should be.
Finally, it was found that recognition was another motivating factor for the faculty
members to teach online. Nicole liked being recognized with some students’ comments and as
she walked on campus or even outside the school by her students. She created videos for her
online courses and her students knew her personally. They would approach her and say they
knew her because of online courses. Richard also talked about how important it was to be
recognized by both the faculty members teaching face-to-face and the university. He shared that
being recognized was the only thing that could increase his current motivation.
269

Faculty Satisfaction with Teaching Online
Analyses across the six cases also helped to compare the satisfaction levels of the online
faculty and what factors impacted their satisfaction teaching online faculty. The satisfaction
levels of the faculty in teaching online varied from 5 to 10, and the factors impacting their
satisfaction nested under students, online environment, and institution. (see Table 23). The
faculty self-rated their satisfaction levels on a scale of ten, 1 being least satisfied and ten being
most satisfied. The ratings varied from 5 and 10. It was Ciara who stated that she was fully
satisfied teaching online. Nathan, on the other hand, had the lowest satisfaction level, and he was
not sure if he could rate it at 5 or 6 because he lost the magic that he had while he taught face-toface.

Table 23. Summary of Faculty Satisfaction
Faculty
member
Ciara
Dale
Harvard
Nathan
Nicole
Richard

Faculty Satisfaction
Levels
Students
10
7 or 8
6 or 7
5 or 6
6 or 7
NI

X
X
X
X
X
X

Convenience and flexibility

Impersonal nature of the
platform

X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X

Institution
X
X
X
X
X

The first category that emerged under faculty satisfaction teaching online courses was
students. Ciara shared that just like what motivated her to teach online, she was satisfied with
teaching online because she felt while teaching online, she was able “to understand them
[students] at a deeper level.” Teaching online allowed her to understand her students’
“circumstances, their classroom, their students, their struggles that they’re having currently in
their classroom, and how they are thinking about it.” Nathan shared that he was satisfied in
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teaching online because he was still able to have some interaction with his students. Richard
shared that he felt satisfied when he saw that his students got jobs as a result of their program
and when they thanked them for that. He said, “I think a lot of it is the satisfaction that we get, I
guess, delivering a good product which would be our students. And having, and following their
careers, and having them come back and talk to us, or email, and let us know how they’re
doing.” He added that he felt accomplished as the faculty in the program did a job “establish[ing]
a community in an online program and you can be effective in terms of students learning in an
online program just as you could face to face.”
However, the faculty also shared how their satisfaction in teaching online would increase if
their students interacted more. Ciara, Dale, Harvard and Nicole stated that their satisfaction
would increase if they could have more student interactions. Similarly, Richard added that if
their Ph.D. students were more self-directed and would collaborate with them in doing research,
he would have more satisfaction. He said, “So, I wish our students could be a little bit more selfdirected in their learning. So I’d say those are the areas that I wish that, that provide me with,
could provide me with more satisfaction.”
The second category emerging under satisfaction was related to convenience and
flexibility of teaching online. The faculty members talked about how teaching in the online
environments impacted their teaching satisfaction. Dale, Harvard, Nicole and Richard stated that
teaching online was satisfying because of the flexibility and convenience it provided. For
instance, Harvard stated that he liked “not being on the spot;” however, his satisfaction would
increase if he did not have to commute to campus. Dale and Richard stated that teaching online
allowed them to have more time to do research, and it was an important factor influencing their
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satisfaction teaching online. Nicole also said online environment provided her the opportunity to
be able to still continue teaching while she was even away. She said, “I really do like part that I
can be at any place, you know and still have class, make it still, the affordance of the digital
space.” She also loved being able to put her students’ products online and do digital work on it to
highlight some of the things she wanted her students to focus. She explained, “I can record parts
of it. I can highlight it. I can do things with it digitally that make people attend to it different
than if I’m standing in front of the class.”
In addition to the positive impacts, some faculty members also shared that they were also
not satisfied with the impersonal nature of the platform and lack of face-to-face interaction. Both
Harvard and Nathan talked about how mechanical teaching online was and how it led to loss of
the personal interaction. Nathan explained that he found teaching online very mechanical,
everything was about his typing, and “it [typing] takes away so much of my personality.” The
discussions were mechanical because they lacked “immediate responses,” and the “dynamic
spontaneous process” of talking was broken. He missed being in the moment and being able to
have the magic of teaching, which he defined as a combination of art and teaching. In a face-toface class, he was a storyteller, and he could teach using anecdotes, his extensive research, make
jokes. Harvard also stated that the lack of face-to-face interaction caused to lose the interpersonal
interactions and teaching was mechanical. He lost the immediate feedback from his students in
different forms such as if they were upset, happy, or confused, and could not hear his students
saying, “Thanks for giving us that!” It was only students’ e-mails and they were about the issues
the students were having. He also lost the opportunities to make jokes, and see his students’
growth. Nicole also stated that when she taught online, she missed being in the moment and
solve the issues at that moment, which she shared she was able to do in her synchronous courses.
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Although Dale did not talk about her dissatisfaction with the impersonal nature of the platform,
she shared that to increase her satisfaction teaching online, she would love to have more face-toface interaction with her students. To achieve this, both Dale and Harvard were planning to
include one-on-one Skype conferences with their students.
The third category formed to explain what impacted faculty satisfaction teaching online
was institution-related. The faculty shared some of the things that they believed would help
increase their satisfaction teaching online. Ciara stated that she would love more institutional
support in the forms of new software programs. Similarly, Harvard shared that he would like to
have more technical assistance. He shared that while designing his online course, he found it
difficult to do some of the things he wanted, and needed technical assistance. He had to learn
many functions of the learning management system and that required extra time and effort on his
side. Harvard also added that incentives would also help increase his satisfaction. In relation to
institutional support, Nicole complained about issues with the help desk and how frustrating for
her to deal with help desk assistants’ accusations. She was upset that the help desk assistants
would not inform about her students’ problems, but said to the students that they were having
that issue because the instructor did not, for instance, click a button for the assignment. She
found it accusatory, and it decreased her satisfaction teaching online. Both Dale and Richard
talked about how important recognition by the university and the colleagues were for their
satisfaction in teaching online. Dale was happy that the university started to recognize people
teaching online and started an award competition best online instructor. Unlike Dale, Richard
complained that the administrators sometimes did not understand the faculty teaching online and
were not helpful. He stated that some did not even know that they had fully online M.A. and
Ph.D. programs. Both Dale and Richard also shared that the faculty teaching face-to-face still
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perceived teaching online easier, inferior and the online faculty did not do much work. They
reported their dissatisfaction with them as well.

Online Course Design

Within the single cases, each faculty member shared their strategies as to how they
designed their online courses, and this section compared and contrasted these strategies under the
headings of the overarching categories.
When the Faculty Members Designed their Online Courses
While the faculty members talked about their course design experiences, five faculty
members, except Harvard, shared that they designed their online courses upfront before the
semester started. In the case of Harvard, he just started to work in the department so he designed
and taught the course simultaneously. He shared that even if he had the course ready, he would
not roll out the whole course. Every week, he would still continue working on it based on
students’ performance and questions to be able to “reacting to what his students are doing.”
Three faculty members, Nathan, Nicole and Richard, also mentioned how long it would take
them to create the online course, and it was seen that they exerted different amounts of time to
design their courses. Nathan stated that it would take him a whole week to create the online
course. Nicole stated it would take “Hours, hours, and hours.” She would spend at least 60 hours
to create one module. Richard shared that it would take him around 3 weeks. All three faculty,
Nathan, Nicole and Richard, also stated that designing online courses was time intensive.
Richard explained that it was the frontloading that took much time; however, he did not think
that teaching online required as much time as teaching a face-to-face course during the semester.
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What Guided the Online Faculty While Designing their Online Courses
The faculty also informed about what guided their online courses design. Although they
shared what guided them in different ways, and seemed to have different opinions, they took into
consideration their students’ needs, learning activities and outcomes. Dale and Harvard shared
that they specifically paid attention to the learning goals or course objectives. Dale would think
about “what are the course of objectives that we are going to address here.” And then, as her
students were working adults, she would have to take into consideration “what’s most efficient
use of my time with them or their time for my class.” Similarly, Harvard pointed out that he used
backward design and the total outcome was very important. Therefore, he would design all the
course activities sequentially building up the outcome. Also, to create assessment tools, he would
look at the course objectives and create the assessment tools. When Ciara designed the course,
she shared that she would consider her students’ diverse backgrounds, and would try to provide
choices in the modules. She also stated that she would pay special attention to UDL, and would
try to encourage her students to “really have to interact with the content and make meaning
themselves and apply it.” Similar to Ciara, Richard would try to design different activities and
make the assignments “very fun, engaging and meaningful.” Nathan also stated when he
designed the online courses, one great challenge for him was not to know his class profile
beforehand. To compensate this, he would try to see the course through his students’ lens, and
think what would be most important for him. He would also pay attention to whether he designed
the course for undergraduate or graduate students, and make sure to add activities catering for
their needs. Nicole shared that she would use some design ideas from behaviorist approaches.
She would try to use a solid frame and keep it consistent so that people “know what to expect
like the structure and routine.” She also shared that she “use a lot of embodied learning. Umm, so
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my students will go on scavenger hunts and have to take selfies along the way. They have to
make tableaus with their bodies, and take images and post them.”
A major strategy that the online faculty emphasized while designing courses was
consistency - using a consistent structure throughout the course. Ciara said a user friendly and
consistent structure was important because only then students would “know up front where
everything is” and learning could be the only focus. Richard and Dale shared they used the same
structure in all courses and the students appreciated it.
All the faculty members used the same strategies to achieve consistency in their course
design. First of all, they used module format to achieve a consistent format. Although each
faculty member had their own module structure, typically they would have a module overview,
readings, discussions and assignments nested within modules. The observations helped to see
that there was a consistent format within each faculty members’ course modules meaning they
almost always followed the same sequence of the course activities across their own course
modules. Among the faculty, Harvard did not like using “module,” and said “units” instead; but
his units also had the same consistent structure throughout the course. For instance, typically
each of his course units had a welcome message, reading assignments, discussions, videos, and a
list of assignments with due dates. In addition to having a consistent sequence of activities across
the course modules, the faculty also used same module due dates to enhance consistency. All the
faculty members had their module assignments due the same day and time throughout the
semester. For instance, Dale and Harvard had weekly modules and the assignments were due the
same day and time, Sundays, 11:59 p.m. It was the same for Nathan and Richard who had
monthly modules, and the students were to submit their assignments on the same day of fourth
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week at the same time. Nicole had bi-weekly modules and Ciara had three-week module format
and the assignments were due the same day and time.
Both Ciara and Dale shared that having a consistent format also reduced questions from
students. Dale said, “I don’t get a lot of questions about the procedural issues. So once you learn
how to upload something, you pretty much always know how to upload something. So I think
it’s very student friendly to be able to use the whole thing.”
Designing Learner-Content, Learner-Instructor and Learner-Learner Interactions
The findings from the online faculty cases also demonstrated that while the faculty
created their courses, they used several strategies to enhance learner-content, learner-instructor
and learner-student interactions.
Learner-Content Interaction
As the faculty designed their online courses, they provided students with a wide range of
content materials (see Table 24). All faculty members, except Harvard, required a textbook.
Harvard stated that he had not had the time to order the textbook as he started to work in the
department a month before the classes began and requiring a textbook at that time could create
some problems on the side of some of his veteran students. However, he added readings
materials as he taught weekly. In addition to the textbook, all faculty members used several text
files in pdf and word formats, videos, images and web resources. As for the videos, all faculty
members used videos created by others; however, in addition to others’ videos, Harvard and
Nicole created their own videos as part of their course materials. Both stated that creating the
videos took a lot of time. Harvard shared that if he had more time, he would create more videos
for his students. As for web resources, Harvard emphasized that overuse of links to other
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resources, especially links in links, was “garbage,” and “sea of links.” Both Nathan and Richard
used audio files, but the audio file Nathan used was just one in which he introduced himself.
Only Ciara used excel spreadsheets as part of her course materials.

Table 24. Summary of Course Content Resources
Faculty
member
Ciara
Dale
Harvard
Nathan
Nicole
Richard

Textbook

Text Files

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

Excel
Files
X

Course Content Resources
Videos
Audio
Files
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Slides

Images

X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

Web
Resources
X
X
X
X
X
X

In order to increase the student interaction with the content, the faculty members also
created several different activities so that students would be able to demonstrate their
understanding of the assigned readings, and transfer the knowledge to different production
activities. The types of the activities differed from course to course, and the most commonly
used strategy to enhance student interaction was to base discussions on the readings. Some of the
discussion board activities the faculty created included reflecting on the assigned readings;
respond to the questions the instructor created, or sharing their applications with their friends.
Faculty also reported that they sometimes set their discussions to a pre-requisite requiring
students to post first to be able to see what others shared. This worked to minimize students
copying from their friends. Case analysis was another common assignment type the faculty
members used. Nathan provided a written case and asked students to analyze the case from a
theoretical perspective. However, in Ciara and Dale’s courses, the case analyses differed from
Nathan’s case analysis in that Ciara and Dale also assigned their students to do field work, and
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the cases were observations they did in schools. Dale’s students also had to keep journal entries
during their observations and submitted them to the instructor. Only two faculty member
designed quizzes and exams. Nathan designed multiple-choice competency quizzes through
which he checked if his students did the assigned readings or not. He said the competency
quizzes were open-book, untimed and he allowed two attempts. In each attempt, however, the
students would have different questions. He also created a midterm exam which had open-ended
essay questions. It was timed and closed-book. He liked creating open-ended questions because
he believed that would at least an attempt to prevent plagiarism. Nicole also created a multiplechoice exam for her students. It was timed, closed-book and she allowed two attempts.
Two faculty members used projects. In Harvard’s course, it was individual work, and
from the beginning of the semester, all the student work added up to the final work submitted. In
addition to the final project, the students were assigned to write and paper and they were
assigned to present their work. In Richard’s courses, it was a group work which included a paper
and presentation. Richard also assigned his students to prepare literature review on the issues and
trends they studied.

Table 25. Summary of Assignments for Learner-Content Interaction
Faculty
Member
Ciara
Dale
Harvard
Nathan
Nicole
Richard

Assignments used to enhance learner-content interaction
Discussions
Case Analysis
Quizzes / Exams
X
X
X
X
X
X

Project

Literature
Review

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
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Learner-Instructor Interaction
All the faculty members tried to communicate with the students through course design.
They used course syllabus, course home page, course-orientation modules and provision of
contact information to inform their students about the course requirements, course materials and
activities, and tried to make it a user-friendly and engaging environment.
All six faculty members prepared a detailed course syllabus. Their course syllabi
typically communicated detailed information about the course instructor (name, office, contact
information), course description, course objectives, required and additional instructional
materials, assessment and grading scale, tentative course schedule and university policies (for
instance, academic integrity, accommodations for students with disabilities).All faculty members
provided the course syllabus in text file format. Among all faculty members, Nicole provided the
course syllabus in two different formats. She created one pdf document and one infographic. She
also used course syllabus function of the learning management system to create a page which
listed all the assignments with active links to the assignments and due dates.
While designing their online courses, five out of six faculty members, except for Dale,
created home page for their courses where they placed course syllabus (Ciara, Harvard, Nicole),
images: course-related image (Ciara, Nicole, Richard), self-photo (Harvard, Nathan), start here
info-graphic (Ciara), and course instructor introduction: audio file with transcript (Nathan), video
file (Nicole) and links to course-related information pages to introduce the course to their
students (see Table 26). Harvard stated that his course did not have the home page permanently.
It was just for the first week. He changed the home page to the current week’s unit as they
proceeded so that students could concentrate on that specific week’s activities. Dale shared that
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she used to have a home page, but then decided that it did not have a function other than
aesthetic so she removed it. She also explained that she placed all the modules on the first page
so that the students would just focus on the course modules.
Table 26. Summary of Home Page Elements
Faculty
Member

Course Home Page Elements
Image
Video / Audio
recording

Ciara
Harvard
Nathan
Nicole
Richard

X
X
X
X
X

Welcome Note

X
X
X

Start Here
Infographic

Syllabus

X

X
X
X

Links to Courserelated information
pages

X
X

Dale, Nathan and Nicole also created course orientation modules to communicate with
their students and help them become familiar with the course instructor (Nathan, Dale), course
activities & requirements (Dale, Nathan, Nicole), learning management system resources (Dale,
Nicole), and library resources (Dale, Nicole). One faculty, Ciara, created a start here infographic
in which she introduced herself; provided information about the course materials and activities,
and how to navigate the course site.
Within the course modules, the faculty members also typically provided overviews of the
modules, which provided a short description of the module, goals, assigned readings and
assignments (See Table 27). Both Ciara and Harvard used single pages listing all the module
activities. I assumed them as module overviews because the students need to navigate to, for
instance, discussions tab to participate in the discussions or use assignments tab to be able to
submit their assignments. In Richard’s course, the whole module content was nested in 3 page
long slides. There were three slide shows nested on different pages within the module tab, and
similar to Ciara and Harvard, the students needed to navigate to specific tabs to be able to do the
281

course activities. Therefore, his slides were also treated as module overviews. Nathan’s module
overview was different from the other faculty members’ in terms of creating a context for the
module. To achieve this, he used images and briefly talked about how the images related to the
module content. He also provided a short summary of the assigned readings, and talked about the
assignments and reminded the due dates of the module assignments. The language he used was
more like he was talking to the students, and he finished overviews with his name and asking
students to e-mail him if they had any questions. He also provided his e-mail in the overviews.

Table 27. Summary of Module Overview Details
Faculty Member
Ciara
Dale
Harvard
Nathan
Nicole
Richard

Module Overview Details
Description
X
X
X
X
X
X

Goals
X
X
X
X
X
X

Readings
X
X
X
X
X
X

Assignments
X
X
X
X
X

In addition to the course overviews, all the faculty members also stated that they provided
detailed instructions and guidelines for the module assignments. In addition, the faculty also
created rubrics for some of the module assignments. They stated that they created rubrics for the
projects and papers. Dale shared that she did not create rubrics for discussions for instance, but
she liked rubrics for other assignments because rubrics informed students about the criteria their
works would be evaluated on. It was “important for students to know why they haven’t earned
full credit” and “because otherwise students have no idea how, what you value in the product and
how you are going to assess them.” Among the six faculty members, Nicole was the only faculty
member who created detailed rubrics for all the assignments. None of the faculty members,
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except for Nicole, created rubrics for the discussion board activities. In Nathan’s discussion
board activities, however, in the instructions, it was clearly stated what points would be assigned
if they completed the listed directions for the discussions.
The faculty also informed their students about how they could contact them. They
provided different ways to contact them varying from e-mail addresses, office phone numbers to
Skype ID’s (See table 28). The in-person contact was to be scheduled for Ciara and Richard, but
Harvard had his actual office hours. Ciara, Dale and Harvard provided their Skype IDs for online
meetings by appointment as well. Although Nathan stated that he would meet them online by
appointment, there was no information about how and what platform Nathan would use for the
online meetings.

Table 28. Summary of Faculty Contact Information
Faculty Member
Ciara
Dale
Harvard
Nathan
Nicole
Richard

e-mail
X
X
X
X
X
X

Phone
X
X
X
X

Faculty Contact Information
In-person meetings
X
X

X

Online meetings
X
X
X
X

X

Learner-Learner Interaction and Learner-Content Interaction
All faculty members designed discussion board activities to facilitate learner-learner
interaction. While the faculty designed the interaction for learner-learner-, they also used the
same strategy to enhance learner-content interactions in some of the assignments.
The most common activity the faculty used to encourage learner-learner interaction was
using discussion boards. These discussion board activities were designed to cater for different
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needs of the students. The faculty members tried to include different discussion forums so that
the students could have more opportunities to learn from each other. The faculty designed
discussion board activities for frequently asked questions, self-introduction, assigned readings,
student products, and applications of theories (See Table 29).

Table 29. Summary of Discussion Board Uses
Faculty
Member
Ciara
Dale
Harvard
Nathan
Nicole
Richard

Discussion board activities
Introduction
FAQs

X

Readings

X
X

X
X

X
X
X

Student product /
Applications of
theories
X
X
X
X
X

X

Three faculty members, Ciara, Harvard and Nathan created a discussion board activity in
which students introduced themselves. Four faculty members, Ciara, Dale, Nicole and Richard,
also used asynchronous discussion boards for course related questions. These discussion boards
not only allowed students to hear from their classmates, but also from their instructors. Dale
created a discussion board and called it, “Frequently Asked Questions,” so the students could get
help from her and/or their peers. Nicole shared that she did not want her students to e-mail her
the course related issues, but put them in the discussion boards. Richards called his discussion
board, “Starbucks,” where his students could exchange course-related ideas and course materials,
but he liked to be contacted for personal course-related questions as his past experiences taught
him that students could confuse each other and “then it creates this kind of mass hysteria when
it’s a misinterpretation.”
284

Another strategy that the two faculty members used to enhance learner-learner and
learner-content interaction was to create discussion board activities around the course readings so
that they could check if the students read and synthesize the assigned materials. In Richard’s
course all the discussion board activities were built on the readings. However, he tried to give
options to his students so he included several questions, only two of which the students were
required to respond. Harvard also used some of the discussions to check if his students read the
materials or not.
Another strategy the faculty members, Ciara, Dale, Harvard, Nathan and Nicole, used the
discussion boards were to use the theories or the information they learnt to create their own
products and share them on the discussion boards so that they could exchange comments and
benefit from each other’s work. For instance, in Harvard’s course, students would bring in the
images they created using a certain software program. A similar example could be from Nicole’s
class. She asked her students to create images that demonstrated how they illustrated a character
in a children’s a book.
Among the six faculty members, only Dale used a social media platform to have her
students interact with each other. She created a Pinterest activity in which her students could
interact with one another and elaborate on the content. They would search and find images
related to the concepts they learnt. The students would share the images on the Pinterest and
write about how the image related to the concepts. Then, they would discuss it on the Pinterest
platform. This was a low-labor discussion, but it worked to help students “connect abstract
concepts” with images and discuss it with their classmates.
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In addition to the asynchronous discussions, Dale and Nicole had synchronous audio
conferences with their students. Dale had discussions during the two or three optional audio
conferences she had with her students. During some of these sessions, she would use group
discussions to discuss the prompts she provided to have students interact with each other. After
the group discussions, the whole class would come back and a person from each group would
report to whole class what their group did. They would also have time to ask their course-related
questions. Nicole also shared that in her MA courses, she met her students every week. She
contended that she found them really useful as they had opportunities to meet in real time and
resolve issues. She shared she could not do it in her asynchronous undergraduate course because
of the class size.
Among the six faculty members, only Richard implemented group projects. Richard also
shared he did not do group projects in all courses. He would do it especially in the course the
students would take first in the program. He just wanted his students to have some sort of
experience as to what it meant to work in a group. Dale reported that she used to do group
projects; however, because of the students’ resistance, she had to give up on them.
Course Implementation
Learner-Content, Learner-Learner and Learner-Instructor Interaction
As the faculty members told their teaching online experiences, they also shared what
strategies they implemented to orchestrate the three types of interaction. In this section, as the
students-student and learner-instructor interactions were within the activities, they were not
separated for each interaction in order to avoid breaking the real flow of the interactions, and
isolating them would only lead to unnecessary repetitions of the activities for each interaction
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pattern. Therefore, instead of separate categories, the patterns of interaction were stated within
each section.
The first thing that emerged from the single cases for the implementation was about
course release time. The faculty had different strategies and rationale behind their course release
practices. Ciara, Dale, Nathan and Richard published the whole course once the semester started.
Harvard and Nicole, on the other hand, never rolled out the whole course to the students, but
went module by module as they taught.
A closer look at why the faculty allowed their students to see the whole course showed
that they had differing rationales considering student interaction with content, other students and
instructor. Ciara shared that she rolled out the whole course because she wanted her students to
be able to interact with the content; “look ahead, move ahead, and re-visit things in the course.”
This would allow students the opportunity to see how the content in the modules link with one
another and have an overview of the course. She also shared that while she taught, she would
sometimes make references to some content in the future modules and would tell students “we’re
going to explore this further in Module 5, and you may want to jump ahead, and look at it if you
want more information now.” However, she emphasized that her students had to keep up with
the whole class so that they could interact with peers and they could create “a learning
community.” She added all her course activities had due dates so her students knew what they
needed to do when, and they adhered to that. Dale, Nathan and Richard rolled out the whole
course as they liked to give students the flexibility to proceed at their own pace. Richard shared
that he did not use to release the whole course upfront, but then his students wanted to have the
whole course open upfront “in case we want to move forward and move on.” However, he shared
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that since all of his students were working adults and his modules were a month long, they never
proceeded ahead and finished the assignments. Both Dale and Nathan liked to give their students
the flexibility to proceed at their own speed as well. However, they still wanted to have control
over their interaction so they set pre-requisites. Dale stated that she used pre-requisites because
she “always have a, a learning goal in mind. So every module is about what are we doing, what
are the course objectives that we’re going to address here. Even if I don’t say it directly to the
student, I know that that’s what we’re doing.” Her whole course was designed sequentially so it
was essential that students followed the steps. Similarly, Nathan also shared that he set up prerequisites within and across the modules to prevent his students’ skipping the course activities.
As they rolled out the whole courses upfront, all four faculty members, Ciara, Dale,
Nathan and Richard, stated that once the students had access to the whole course, they would not
make changes on the course design. Ciara shared she “took it almost like a contract with the
students.” She would not change the design, but would only provide additional resources based
on her students’ needs. Nathan shared that he would not make changes on the course design as it
might cause “disorientation or confusion” among students. He would only change things like due
dates if they needed to.
As for Harvard and Nicole who would not release the course upfront, they both stated
that they would like their students to go at the same pace as the rest of the class, and they liked to
have control over the next week’s work so that they could make some modifications on the
course design based on students’ work, questions and challenges they faced. At the time of the
interviews, Harvard was designing the course so he rolled out the course units weekly. However,
he stated that even if he had the whole course ready, he would still not release the whole course
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similar to Nicole, and Harvard shared that he liked to able to “reacting to what his students are
doing.” If his students learnt something quickly or had some issues, he would be able to make
modifications in the coming unit. He believed collaborations were essential and if students were
allowed to work ahead, they would not be able to have collaborations with their peers. He also
stated that he did not want think of his course like a training module in which you just needed to
click. Nicole added some other reasons as well for why she would not roll out the whole course
and complained that that the students did not read. Even though she set pre-requisites within each
module to help students follow the structure for successful completion of the module, she
contended students would just view the pages and not read anything. She said, “I have so much
evidence that they are not reading a word of a module cos they’ll click on the assignment and do
the assignment and that’s it.” She also shared that she wanted to have control over her grading
and did not want to grade an assignment that was weeks ahead from now. She said “I want to
grade all these things at the same time, not, I cannot be that adaptive.” Therefore, “we’re going
to grade them all at the same time so we are fair as fair and consistent as we can be. Because if I
grade something 6 weeks from now, I’m not using the same criteria in the same way as if I used
it when I did everybody at the same time.”
As for how the faculty members orchestrated the interaction in the asynchronous
discussion board activities while they taught, it was found that the interaction was mostly among
the students. Four faculty members, Harvard, Nathan, Nicole and Richard, stated they would
sometimes participate in the discussion board activities so that students knew that the faculty
members were there monitoring students’ activity. Nicole and Nathan shared that they would
sometimes respond to the first people posting. Nathan would leave a comment saying, “Okay,
you are the first to finish this, and it’s a good thing. And I would encourage you to wait until the
289

other group members have posted, and then you can respond.” Nicole would leave feedback and
inform the student about what was right or wrong about the student’s post. She believed this was
important for other students as well since they could see her comment and make sure that they
got their discussions right. She also stated that she would sometimes go back and forth; however,
as the number of students was large, it was not always possible. Richard shared that he would
visit the discussion board and would also leave a comment saying something like, “I appreciate
your posts on this.” Therefore, his students would know “that I'm engaged and I'm looking at
their responses…” Richard also stated that he did not believe all students learnt something from
the discussions and not all were really interested in the discussions. Some would participate
because they were interested and some would just do it to get the points. Therefore, he preferred
not to invest too much into them. Harvard was happy with the first discussion where everybody
introduced themselves and he also found that the discussions where he “did personal stuff or I
was demonstrating something or I was introducing something, I think those went well.” Harvard
shared that he felt sometimes some students did not really understand the assigned readings, but
they scanned and skimmed just as much enough to participate in the discussions. Therefore, he
was planning to create some quizzes called “DIRT, Did you read this? Or Did you not read this?”
to make sure that they read and were ready to participate in the discussions.
Two faculty members, Ciara and Dale did not participate in the discussions, and the
interaction pattern was learner-learner. Dale shared her learners were “task-oriented. They would
whatever you ask.” Therefore, she did not have issues with participation in the discussions. On
the other hand, Ciara explained that she did not participate in the discussions because “when I
get involved in the discussion board, it shuts down the discussion.” Therefore, she said “what I
do instead is give individual feedback to each student and it’s rather extensive, giving feedback
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about their ideas suggesting new possible ways they can think about things giving them
additional resources to help further them in their application and problem solving.” She also
added that her discussion board activities were designed on “an application in their [her
students’] classroom that they’re working through.” Her students also knew that Ciara was not
looking the right answer. These strategies worked to facilitate learner-learner interaction and her
students always participated to get feedback from their classmates.
It was only Richard who implemented group projects and orchestrated the learner-learner
interaction. When he assigned group projects, it would be mostly after the mid-of-the term. He
liked to assign group members himself and would assign group members based on their current
overall grades. He preferred to assign students with low grades in the same groups so that the
students who already got high grades would not be impacted. He explained:
I think, personally, that I don't want to put a slacker with students who are excelling and
performing very well. I put all of the students who are not doing well in one group,
and see how they do. I really don't feel like they should bring other people's grades
down.
His next strategy would be to create a group site on the course for each group so that they could
have their own space where they could interact with each other. The group sites on the course
site provided students with a cyber space where they could have their own discussion board,
synchronous conference and chat tools, files, and they could make announcements to the whole
group. He shared that some students used the groups and some still met face-to-face. Another
strategy he would use was to split the task and made sure they adhered to the deadlines. He also
shared that if a group complained about a group member for lack of communication, he would e291

mail the student and if the student did not reply back to his e-mail, Richard would remove him
from the group. In cases where there were few students after the removed student, he would put
the group members into other group. In order to increase collaboration among the group
members, he would also use a member contribution form where the group members would share
their ideas about the group members’ contribution. Richard shared that he would use them when
he graded the project. The groups would present their projects during the end-of-semester oncampus session, where they could get feedback from the classmates.
The analyses of the faculty members’ teaching experiences also showed that learnerinstructor interaction was also achieved by grading timely and giving feedback to their students.
When talking about grading, Dale, Nathan and Richard emphasized that they liked to grade
students’ assignments as soon as possible. Dale emphasized that grading immediately helped her
to connect with her students so she knew where her students were and her students knew she was
with them and did not worry about why she did not grade their assignments. Both Ciara and Dale
shared that they would spare one whole day grading the online students’ assignments so that they
could attend to their other responsibilities on the other days. When Nathan graded his students’
assignments, he would not wait for the due time until everyone submitted as he believed students
wanted to know their grades immediately while they still remembered what their assignments
were about. Grading upon student submission also worked for Nathan to reduce the time he had
to sit and grade all 33 students’ assignments at the same time. Richard reported that he liked to
grade students’ assignments as soon as possible because he believed his feedback would be
beneficial for the students while they did their next assignments.
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Two of the faculty members also talked about how they handled late submissions. Dale
stated that her students were all teachers and they were “conscientious” and “task-oriented.”
Therefore, late submissions were rare, and they were OK for her, but her only concern was she
would grade all assignments on Monday, and she might forget to go back and grade students’
late assignment. Then she might need to be reminded by the student to grade the assignment.
Richard shared that he had a policy about late submissions. He would like to help learn and give
them an opportunity. However, there would also be penalties so that he could be fair to everyone
submitting on time. After the due date, the students would lose a letter grade for each week and
after the second week, they would be assigned zero. He shared that he did not want to go back to
that assignment’s mode and grade. He wanted to move forward.
In line with the immediacy of grading, another theme that emerged from Dale, Harvard
and Richard’s cases was using rubrics while grading. Harvard and Richard stated that rubrics
made it easier for them to grade in a shorter time. Richard expressed how using rubrics made it
easier for him saying “it doesn't take me a long time to grade because they either have it or not.”
Dale shared it was important to use rubrics while grading for both herself and the students. It was
important for her because when she graded, the first thing she would do be to go and check the
assignment directions and the rubric so that she could be prepared to grade. Rubrics were
important for the students because students wanted to know how their assignments would be
evaluated. However, she shared two challenges she faced. First thing was she was not sure if the
students checked the rubric while they did their assignments. The second thing was students
sometimes did not clearly understand the wording in the rubric so she needed to train her
students on how to interpret the criteria in the rubric by giving students samples from previous
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semesters and grading them together so that they could have a better understanding of what each
criterion meant.
In addition to grading and using rubrics, providing extensive feedback to the students was
another common theme that emerged from the six cases. It was evident that giving feedback to
students was another strategy for enhancing learner-instructor interaction, which was very well
stated when Ciara said “a lot of my interaction is in the feedback you know, and I have a lot of
interaction individually with the students.” She stated she did not participate in the discussions in
order not to interrupt learner-learner interaction, but she provided extensive feedback when she
graded the discussions. A similar finding was again with regards to grading discussion board
posts, four faculty members, Dale, Harvard, Nathan and Richard, shared that they did not use
rubrics for grading, but they provided feedback instead explaining why the students received that
grade. As for providing feedback on students’ assignments, all five faculty members, Ciara,
Dale, Harvard, Nathan and Richard, stated to provide substantive feedback to the students. The
content of the feedback would be explanation of why the students received that grade: the strong
and weak points of the assignment and how they could improve their work. Dale emphasized that
she did not give feedback on everything, but she provided evaluative feedback and made
references to the content so that students knew that she read their assignments. In addition to
feedback on the students’ assignments, Nathan would use students’ nick names, hobbies,
encouragement and compliments in his feedback so that “And umm, and give a personal touch to
that.” Therefore, his students felt that he knew them personally. Nathan shared that his students
would respond back to him. Richard also shared that he would give feedback to students who
submitted early, and he allowed re-submission.
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As far as challenges in the case of feedback, two faculty members, Nicole and Ciara,
shared the challenges they faced. Nicole shared that one challenge she faced was her graders
were unwilling to provide comments in the comment boxes as the students did not reply back to
them and the graders felt like they were “talking to the walls.” However, Nicole underlined that
she kept reminding the graders that they needed to make comments on the assignments as it was
an essential practice, and it was students’ choice whether to respond back or not. Ciara shared
that the only challenge she felt teaching online “every semester is just time in providing the
feedback that I think students need and deserve.”
Talking about grading and giving feedback for learner-instructor interaction, three faculty
members, Nathan, Nicole and Richard, shared their strategies for how they dealt with issues of
plagiarism. Nathan stated that he taught his students how to avoid plagiarism and warned them
about the consequences of cheating. He also used plagiarism detection software for assignment
submissions. Richard also stated that they informed students about plagiarism during the oncampus orientations, and shared his policy. If it was a first time it happened, he would allow
revision and re-submission. The second time it occurred, he would take 80 % off the grade or
even assign zero. The third time, which he never had, would be a lot more serious. Nicole shared
that she managed to prevent plagiarism through her course design by changing the assignments
and using different module every time she taught the course. However, if it was a copy from
another student in the same class, she would take the same percentage as what the plagiarism
detection software results showed.
To enhance learner-instructor interaction and maintain teacher presence, all five faculty
members, except for Dale, also stated that they used announcements. The content of the
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announcements varied from advice for next module (Nathan, Richard), due date reminders
(Harvard, Nicole), overall feedback on assignments (Ciara, Nathan, Richard), providing
additional resources and examples (Harvard, Nathan), solutions to common problems reported to
the faculty (Ciara, Harvard, Nathan, Nicole). Additionally, faculty reported other content in the
announcements. For Ciara, announcements were good to give information about the course at the
beginning of the semester and then at the end of the semester, to wrap up the course. Harvard
used announcements to let is students know that he completed grading assignments. Nathan
shared that his announcements would also be about a concise summary of the previous week and
at the end of the semester he liked to add “a personal touch,” and would say they did a great job
and if they need help, they could e-mail him. Nicole shared that she would use announcements to
let her students know that she opened the new module. In addition to the content of the
announcements, two faculty members shared their strategies as to how they used course
announcements. Richard shared that as he was not sure if his students followed the
announcements on the course site, he would use the same text in his announcement and e-mail it
to the whole class. Richard also shared that he would close the announcements for student replies
as some students’ interpretation in their replies could sometimes lead to confusion among others
as well. Nicole also shared the same experience and stated her desire not to allow student replies
next time she taught.
Analyses of the six cases also demonstrated that learner-instructor interaction was also
maintained via e-mail (Ciara, Dale, Harvard, Nathan, Nicole & Richard), phone calls (Richard),
and online synchronous conferences (Dale, Harvard, Richard). Nathan pointed out that it was
very important to reply back to student e-mails, and how happy his students were with his
prompt replies. Richard shared that most of his older students were still used to making phone
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calls to contact him. Dale and Richard shared that they loved using Skype to connect with their
students in person and managed to overcome the impersonal nature of teaching asynchronously.
They were able to give feedback and resolve issues during these sessions. They were planning to
include more on-on-one Skype conferences with their students next time they taught online. In
addition, Harvard stated that it was very convenient for both the student and himself to use
Google Hang-out and Skype where they could share their screens and resolve the problems.
Nicole was the only faculty members who reported a challenge with student e-mails.
Nicole shared undergraduate students did not know how to communicate online. Despite
informing students in several places in the course about her contact policy that she would
respond in 24 hours during the weekdays and not respond during the weekends, her students
wanted immediate response. She found inbox complicated and informed students to use e-mail
instead. They would still insist on using the course inbox to e-mail her instead of using the
regular e-mail. She added that the students were required to put their course-related questions in
the discussion board; however, they would still e-mail her their course-related questions. She
believed that the students did not navigate the course site, read and understand. She said, “This is
the thing about online classes that people are not really understanding. It requires the student to
have very strong reading comprehension, and students don’t have it.” She pointed out that she
tried all the strategies, but “I don’t know how to make the people read and navigate the course.
And I can’t fix canvas inbox.”
In addition to these tools used to interact with students, Dale shared her online conference
experiences. Dale stated that she had two or three optional online conference sessions with her
students and sometimes, they would do activities like individual presentations, group discussions
and give feedback to each other. Dale stated she liked to be able to give “immediate corrective
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feedback” during these sessions, and everyone in class was able to hear the feedback and benefit.
She also added that the students were able to ask their questions during these online sessions.
Since these online conference sessions were optional, Dale recorded them and uploaded them to
the course site so that the others could also benefit.
Some of the faculty also shared the challenges related to students, technology and time
they had while they taught online. Both Dale and Harvard shared that they faced some
technology issues while they taught. Dale reported that her students found it difficult to access
Pinterest as the university’s platform did not support it. She also had technical issues with her
computer when she tried to access the synchronous session. Therefore, Dale shared that it was
very important to be flexible and understanding online as there could always be some glitches in
the system disabling access. Harvard shared that as he was new to the learning management
system, and did not have immediate help while he designed and taught the course
simultaneously, he found it difficult to teach online this semester. He needed time and effort to
learn the features of the learning management system, but he did not have that much time. He
taught one online course, two face-to-face undergraduate courses and coordinated the online
certificate program, while he designed the online course. He said his workload teaching online
was 1.5 times more as compared to teaching face-to-face as he had to be on and off all the time
monitoring and maintaining the course. Harvard also found teaching web design course online
difficult and felt like teaching a foreign language asynchronously. He said it could be easier for
him to do many of the activities if he taught the course face-to-face.
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Summary of the Findings

The participating faculty members were all from different departments and had online
teaching experience at varying levels. Dale had the most experience with 12 years, and Nathan
was the least experienced with the experience of having taught 3 online courses. The levels of
their courses also differed in terms of teaching only graduate courses (Ciara, Dale, Richard) to
teaching both undergraduate and graduate courses (Harvard, Nathan, Nicole). Ciara, Harvard,
Nathan and Richard taught asynchronous courses; however, Dale taught asynchronous courses
with 2 or 3 optional synchronous courses. Nicole taught both synchronous and asynchronous
courses.
Except for Harvard, all five faculty members had some sort of training at different times
after they started to teach online. The training sessions were not relevant and did not cater for the
faculty members’ needs to learn more about how to design online courses and how to teach
online. The faculty learnt how to design and teach online as they became more experiences. For
instance, much of what Dale, Richard and Nicole knew about teaching online was reported to be
self-taught. The three of the faculty Dale, Nicole and Richard stated the trainings were not on
how to teach online. They did not learn much from the trainings. Nathan, on the other hand, was
happy with the training and claimed to have learnt some basics from the training.
As for technical support was perceived differently based on the faculty needs, and some
faculty members were willing to learn more about technology to realize what they wanted to do
for their online courses. Two faculty members, Ciara and Nicole, also reported that they received
technical help in designing one of their online courses. They had different experiences with the
support they got. Ciara was happy with how the technical help and shared that they managed to
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help her realize what she wanted to do with the course. Nicole, however, was not happy that she
did most of the work, and they only provided her with some templates and a few tips on how she
could do what she wanted with her course design. Ciara, Dale, Harvard, Nathan and Nicole
shared that there was a lot to learn about the technology in order to realize how they wanted to
design their courses. Ciara, Dale, Harvard and Nicole were interested in learning more about
technology to be able to design better courses. However, Dale and Nicole shared that they did
not have time to learn new technology. Ciara and Harvard shared that they would be more
satisfied if the institution provided more technical support.
Findings from the six cases demonstrated that motivation was a dynamic factor, and
would change in time, from context to context as well as the individuals. Except for Ciara, all
faculty shared that the teaching online was a kind of job requirement. Dale, Nicole and Richard
started to teach online because of the programs were online. Harvard and Nathan shared that they
wanted to be experienced in teaching online because it was almost a must skill set the faculty
needed to have to be able to find a good job. It was important to see that although Dale and
Richard started to teach online because of the programs they were teaching in, their motivations
evolved in time and they were now more motivated to teach online for personal reasons. Dale,
Nicole and Richard liked the flexibility and convenience of teaching online. Both Ciara and
Nicole were also motivated to teach online because of the affordances of the technology, which
could be defined as professional motivation. They were able to explore and implement different
teaching strategies that they could not do teaching face-to-face courses. Both Nicole and Richard
also mentioned recognition as a motivating factor. Nicole also mentioned that still being
recognized by her students outside and some of her students’ works motivated her. Richard
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shared that being recognized by the peer faculty and the institution would increase his motivation
to teach online.
Similar to motivation, faculty satisfaction was dynamic, changed from person to person
and the factors impacting the participating faculty members varied. The participating faculty
reported varying levels of satisfaction from 5 to 10. The impacting factors revolved around
students, convenience and flexibility of teaching online, impersonal nature of the platform and
institution. First of all, online faculty satisfaction was impacted by the online students. The
faculty enjoyed getting the opportunity to know students at a deeper level (Ciara), seeing their
students’ career enhancements (Richard) and having some interaction while teaching (Nathan).
The findings also demonstrated that the faculty satisfaction teaching online would increase if
they had more student interaction (Ciara, Dale, Harvard and Nicole). One faculty (Richard) also
would be more satisfied if their students had more autonomy and collaborated with them on
some research studies. Similar to their online teaching motivation, the faculty members also
shared that they were satisfied with the flexibility and convenience teaching online provided
them with. Teaching online provided them with the flexibility of teaching at a distance (Nicole,
Harvard), and allowed time to do more research. Despite the advantages of teaching online, the
faculty also shared that impersonal nature of the platform negatively impacted their satisfaction.
Harvard, Nathan, Nicole did not like lack of face-to-face interaction, visual cues and teachable
moments. Nathan also stated that it was typing mostly, and he lost the magic of teaching. He lost
the chances to share anecdotes, his research and making jokes. It was found that faculty preferred
hybrid or synchronous courses instead of fully online courses. Nicole and Dale enjoyed teaching
synchronous courses. Teaching a hybrid course would increase Nathan’s satisfaction teaching
online. To counterattack the physical and temporal distance, both Dale and Harvard were
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planning to include more one-on-one online conferences with their students. Institution-related
factors also impacted the faculty satisfaction teaching online. Technical training, better technical
help, recognition and incentives were the three factors that were claimed to possibly increase the
faculty satisfaction teaching online (Ciara, Harvard and Nicole).
As far as the course design experiences of the faculty members were concerned, five of
the faculty members prepared their courses up-front before the semester started. It was only one
faculty, Harvard, who designed the course as he taught, but it was because he had just started at
the department so he designed it as he taught. However, both Harvard and Nicole shared that
even though the course was all set to go, they would not roll out the whole course as they
preferred to make changes based on student performance, feedback and challenges they faced.
The faculty reported to spend different amounts of time for designing their online
courses; and three faculty members, Nathan, Nicole and Richard, reported that designing an
online course was time and labor intensive. Richard stated designing the course was the most
work intensive part of teaching online; however, he believed teaching it was not as timeconsuming as teaching face-to-face.
The findings from the cross analysis also showed that course goals, student profiles and
the outcome product were important factors for the faculty to guide them in designing online
courses. For Dale and Harvard, it was the course goals and objectives that helped them to plan
and design the course. For Ciara, Nathan, Nicole and Richard, taking into students’ profiles was
important. They tried to cater for the diverse needs of the students, and planned engaging
activities.
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One of the major strategies the faculty members implemented while designing their
online courses was to include as various materials as possible so that they could cater for the
diverse student population, and increase their interaction with the content. The materials included
textbooks, text files, excel files, media files (audio files, videos, slide shows, images) and web
resources. In order to enhance student interaction with the content materials, faculty members
also created many different activities. The activities included discussion board activities, case
analyses, competency quizzes / exams, projects and literature reviews. In addition, although the
percentage of weighing of these course activities differed, all of them were graded assignments
as well.
As for learner-instructor interactions, the faculty members used several strategies to
communicate with their students varying from their course design to providing several options
for contact. First of all, the faculty members used their course design to communicate with their
students. They used a consistent structure throughout their courses so that student learning could
be the focus. Students would know upfront how the course was structured and where everything
in the course was. To achieve a consistent structure, the faculty members chunked the content
into small units and created activities around those units, which five faculty members called
modules. Typically, in each module, they had a module overview, content including readings,
media files, and content-related assignments, which could include discussion board activities,
competency quizzes or some production activities. Within the modules, Dale and Nathan also
used pre-requisite activities to structure the learner interaction within the module to prevent
students from skipping important steps, and to help them have a successful learning experience.
The faculty emphasized that they also used consistent due dates for module assignment
submissions in order to help students know when their assignments were due. Two faculty
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members, Ciara and Dale shared having a consistent structure helped to reduce questions from
students. Dale and Richard’s students shared their appreciation with having the same format in
all their courses.
In addition to a consistent structure within their courses, five faculty members designed
home pages. Although the practice of creating a home page differed from faculty to faculty,
through their home pages faculty communicated with their students about the course by a picture
of themselves or course content (Ciara, Harvard, Nathan, Nicole, Richard), video of themselves
(Nicole), audio recording (Nathan), a detailed syllabus (Ciara, Harvard, Nicole), start here
infographic (Ciara), welcome note (Harvard), and links to course-related information (Nathan,
Nicole). In addition to the home pages, Dale, Nathan and Nicole created course orientation
modules to inform students about the instructor (Dale, Nathan), course activities and
requirements (Dale, Nathan, Nicole), and other resources (Dale, Nicole). Another important
strategy the faculty members followed to communicate with their students through the course
design was to provide detailed instructions, guidelines and rubrics for the course activities so that
their students were informed about what they were supposed to do even without the professor
physically being there and telling the students like in a face-to-face class. While the faculty
designed the course, they also added their contact information in the course syllabus (all faculty)
and even in every module overview (Nathan). They offered several options for contact including
e-mail, office phone numbers, in-person meetings and online meetings.
The participating faculty also ensured the learner-learner interaction through different
activities such as discussion board activities, synchronous audio conferences, social media and
group projects so that they could create a sense of community and learn from each other. One
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noteworthy finding was about the various uses of the discussion boards to help students interact
with each. Faculty members created introductory discussions where students introduced
themselves to each other (Ciara, Harvard, Nathan). They also created discussion boards for
frequently asked questions so that students could post their questions or course-related resources
on the discussion board (Ciara, Dale, Nicole, Richard). It was noteworthy that two faculty
members created synchronous audio conferences where their students could connect with their
classmates and instructors and do some course-related activities. Only one faculty member used
social media, Pinterest, to create a community outside the course site. Finally, it was interesting
to see that one faculty member, Richard, used group projects to have his collaborate and interact
with each other. However, he also shared that he did not use group projects in all his courses. It
was also important to note that Dale dropped group projects from her courses because of her
students’ resistance and complaints about the difficulty of realizing a successful group work in
the online environment.
The findings of the study demonstrated that it was important for them to decide whether
or not to roll out the whole course upfront, to participate in class discussions, and to provide
timely substantive feedback and replies’ to students’ questions. All these activities were
determining factors on understanding how they facilitated their interaction in their online
courses.
First of all, four out of six faculty rolled out their whole courses once the semester started
so that their students could go at their own pace or go ahead and see how the content was
developed in the coming modules and make connections. They stated once the students accessed
the course, they would not make any changes in the course design as it would disorient students.
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They also shared that no student moved ahead of their classmates and finished the course earlier.
The due dates also helped students to follow the course flow. They stayed tuned in with their
classmates. Dale and Nathan used pre-requisites so that if the students wanted to move ahead,
they still needed to complete the course activities in the order the faculty members structured.
However, two faculty members, Harvard and Nicole, wanted to have control over the course and
how the students progressed so they would roll out the course as they taught. They wanted to
react to their students’ learning by making changes in the coming modules. They would consider
students’ questions and learning performance, and take necessary action before rolling out the
new module. They did not want to allow students to move ahead because they wanted the
students to keep learning in a community and interact with their classmates.
As for the course activities, the faculty shared using different strategies for discussion
boards, grading and giving feedback on assignments and communicating with students. First of
all, the faculty members had different strategies for facilitating the asynchronous discussions.
Among all the faculty members, it was only one faculty member, Nathan, who used groups for
discussions. He found it useful to increase student interaction. Nicole, on the other hand, stated
that it would not matter if a student would not participate, s/he would still not participate.
Another strategy that was found was the faculty participation in the discussion board activities.
Some faculty found it useful to maintain their presence, but some other faculty did not like it as
students would stop discussing after the faculty member’s post. Four faculty members, Harvard,
Nathan, Nicole and Richard would sometimes go in the discussions and make replies to some
students, especially to those students posting early so that students would know that the faculty
members were there and watching the discussion. Sometimes, Nicole would give feedback on
the student post so that the other students would be able to modify their post before they posted
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on the discussion board. Ciara did not like participating in the discussions because she believed
her participation would end the discussion as the students would not like to make comments after
the expert. She preferred to give them extensive feedback while she graded individual posts.
Dale shared that she was planning to assign some students to facilitate the discussions in the
following semesters so that they could have more responsibility and interaction. It was
interesting to see that one faculty member, Richard, shared that the discussion board activities
were not as important as students’ products because students mostly remember their own
products after the course finished. Therefore, there was not much emphasis on the discussion
board activity.
As for grading and giving feedback to online students, the faculty members emphasized that
using rubrics and leaving comments as to why the student received that grade was important to
communicate with the student. They all reported that they graded the assignments as soon as
possible so that the students could use the feedback for the coming assignments. Ciara
emphasized that most of her interaction with her students was through the extensive feedback she
provided and she mentioned that time was the only challenge while giving extensive feedback.
Dale also shared that sometimes she wondered if students really read the rubric because some
assignments did not meet her criteria. Her feedback would always make references to the content
so that she would ensure that the instructor read the submitted work. Richard and Harvard shared
it was easy to grade students’ assignments because of the rubrics. They would also leave some
comments in the comment boxes. Nicole emphasized the importance of giving feedback to
students in addition to her detailed rubric. However, she sometimes had to remind her graders to
make comments on the submissions as the graders did not always want to do it because the
students did not interact with them for the comments the graders made. The graders felt talking
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to walls when students did not respond back. Nathan pointed out that his feedback would include
some personal touch. For instance, he would try to use his students’ nicknames or remember
some other important things about the student and use them in his feedback. His students liked it
and they even continued to interact there through the comment boxes.
In addition to the grading and providing feedback, five faculty members, except Dale,
also used announcements to interact with their students. The content of the announcements
would typically be feedback on previous module activities, examples, extra resources, grading
and due date reminders. Ciara emphasized that the announcements were very useful especially at
the beginning of the semester to connect with students and then at the end of the semester to
wrap up the course. One important different strategy shared by Richard was to copying the whole
announcement into an e-mail and sending it to everyone because he was not sure if his students
checked the announcements or not. Richard also did not leave announcements open for replies as
students sometimes confuse each other with their comments. It was important for him that if one
student had a question, he would be the one to contact and reply so that the misunderstanding did
not spread to the whole class. Nicole was also planning to use the same strategy in the coming
semesters.
Faculty member also shared that their interaction with their students was mostly done via
e-mail. One challenge that Nicole faced with e-mail communication was that her students did not
follow her policy and would complain about her not responding their e-mails. However, she
emphasized that the course-related questions had to be shared in the course discussions so that
everyone else could benefit from the response and she would not have to reply back to several
students. Richard was the only faculty receiving phone calls, and it was her older students who
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still used phone calls instead of e-mail. Two faculty members, Dale and Harvard, also used
synchronous conference tools to interact with their students and they were planning to include
more one-on-one synchronous conferences to communicate with their students. They believed
these synchronous tools helped to break the impersonal nature of teaching online and allowed
face-to-face interactions.
Among the six faculty members, Dale and Nicole were the only faculty who used audio
conferences and they were happy to have real-time conversations and activities with their
students. They liked the opportunity to give immediate feedback and resolve issues promptly
during these sessions. Nicole shared she could not have it in her asynchronous course because
the number was too large. Dale had group discussions and student presentations during these
sessions and she like to have the opportunity to interact with her students and have her students
interact with each other.

Conclusion

This chapter presented the findings of the cross analysis of the six single cases. The
response to the research questions were provided by, first of all, providing the faculty profile
describing how long they taught online, their motivations and satisfactions. Then a detailed
analysis of the strategies the faculty members used for course design and implementation was
presented. The chapter also informed about the challenges the faculty members faced while they
taught online courses. Finally, it provided a short summary of the findings.
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CHAPTER VI:

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The focus of the study was to describe and gain a deeper understanding of the lived
experiences of the faculty members teaching online courses. In addition, the focus was depicting
the lived experiences while they designed and taught online courses through the lens of a
distance learning theory. In this study, I used Michael Moore’s Three Types of Interaction
Framework while describing the strategies for online course design and implementation. As the
study design was descriptive multiple case study, I described each case in Chapter IV
individually and shared background information with respect to how long the faculty members
taught online, what motivated them to teach online, how satisfying they found teaching online, if
they received any training as well as how their online course design and online teaching evolved
in time. In each case, I also described what strategies each faculty member used while they
designed and taught their online courses. In Chapter V, I compared and contrasted the findings
about the lived experiences of six cases altogether, and presented a comparative analysis of the
findings. While doing this, I first provided detailed information about who the faculty members
were, and then, I presented a descriptive synthesis of what strategies the faculty members
implemented for online course design and teaching in relation to Michael Moore’s Three Types
of Interaction Framework. Therefore, in both Chapters IV and V, I provided answers to each
research question both within individual cases and across the cases. In Chapter V, I presented the
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faculty members’ strategies for online course design and implementation in relation the
theoretical framework.
In this final chapter of my dissertation, I summarize the findings of my research study
according to the research questions and discuss them in relation to prior research. While doing
this, I also demonstrate the contributions of my research study to the body of knowledge about
the faculty members’ experiences in designing and teaching online courses in relation to Michael
Moore’s Three Types of Interaction Framework. In addition, I discuss research and pedagogical
implications of my study. I finish this chapter presenting limitations of my study and
recommendations for further research.

RQ 1 What are the lived experiences of the faculty members teaching online courses?

The first research question was about the lived experiences of the faculty members who
taught online courses. In order to respond to this question, I presented the faculty profile and
talked about their motivations to teach online courses, their satisfaction with teaching online
courses, what factors would help increase their motivation and satisfaction. The first research
question was broad in scope and it encompassed responses to the second, third and fourth
research questions regarding the online faculty members’ course design and implementation
experiences. Therefore, the responses to these research questions should also be perceived part of
faculty members’ lived experiences despite the fact that they are analyzed as separate sections.
The faculty members, in this study, had varying levels of online teaching experiences
from 3 courses to 12 years of teaching online courses. Their experiences also varied in terms of
whether they taught undergraduate or graduate courses as well as whether they taught
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asynchronous or synchronous courses. However, they all had experiences in teaching
asynchronous courses. Therefore, it was possible to compare and contrast their experiences.
Faculty Motivation to Teach Online Courses
Convenience and flexibility of teaching online, affordances of the online platforms, and
being recognized by the colleagues and the institutions were recurring themes in the previous
research (e.g., Betts, 2014; Chapman, 2011; Green, Alejandro, & Brown, 2009; O’Quinn &
Corry, 2004a). The findings of the current study demonstrated that the faculty members’
motivations evolved over time. The faculty members started to teach online courses either
because the courses the faculty members taught went online, or the whole program was online,
or wanting to have online teaching experience for future job search. However, the faculty
reported that after their initial experience, they had other reasons to continue to teach online. For
instance, the faculty members liked the flexibility and convenience of teaching online, and they
became important factors for the faculty members to continue to teach online. They liked the
ability to teach anytime, anywhere; to do more research; attend conferences, and to do more
service. The findings also showed that as the faculty members became more experienced in
teaching online, they became motivated to teach online because they wanted to grow in teaching.
This finding was stated in the previous studies (e.g., Chapman, 2011; Hsieh, 2010; Meyer, 2012),
but there was not information as to at what stage of their online teaching experience the faculty
had this perception. Another interesting finding from the current study also showed that faculty
members could also be motivated to teach online because they wanted to showcase how teaching
online should be. This motivating factor was not stated in the prior studies. The faculty member
shared that there were many courses called online, but did not actually reflect the qualities of
how an online course should be. Therefore, the faculty member wanted to teach online and show
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how it should be done. Another interesting and novel finding was that one faculty member was
motivated to teach online because she was able to get to know her students better in the online
courses. Another faculty shared that she was motivated to teach online because she was still able
to be recognized outside the school. These findings demonstrated that unlike the findings of the
prior studies reporting what levels of motivation the faculty members’ had, what motivators had
the highest means or what motivators had lowest means when describing the motivations of the
online faculty, an important aspect of motivation is overlooked. Motivation just like changing
experiences is a dynamic factor. Quantitative studies try to explain the phenomenon assigning
numbers; however, through a qualitative study we are better able to understand that online
faculty’s motivation changes over time and the factors impacting the level of motivation change.
Faculty Satisfaction with Teaching Online Courses
The findings in this study demonstrated that the faculty had varying levels of satisfaction
teaching online from 5 to 10 on a scale of ten. The findings also showed that there were
similarities as well as differences among faculty members in terms of what impacted their
satisfaction teaching online courses. Similar to the findings of the previous research studies (e.g.,
Al-Zahrani, 2015; Bolliger, Inan, & Wasilik, 2014; Liu, Kim, Bonk, & Magjuka, 2007), faculty
members in the current study stated that their satisfaction was impacted by the convenience and
flexibility of online teaching, affordances of the technology, being recognized by their students,
peers and the institutions. The findings of the current study also demonstrated that the
impersonal and mechanical nature of the online platforms negatively impacted their satisfaction.
The physical and temporal distance influenced the faculty and limited their teaching persona to a
mechanical platform, where they mostly interact through text. The faculty also complained about
not being in the moment and not being able to solve the problems at that moment were important
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factors that impacted faculty satisfaction teaching online courses negatively. Despite this, similar
to the participants in Santilli and Beck (2005) and (Huang and Hsiao (2012), some faculty
members were satisfied with the interaction they had in their online courses. Whereas they also
reported that their satisfaction with teaching online would increase if the students interacted
more. This finding is in line with the findings of Al-Zahrani (2015), Bolliger and Wasilik (2009)
and Orellana (2006) reporting that student interaction impacted faculty satisfaction. Moreover,
the findings in the current study also showed that the faculty found incentives and adequate
technical support important for increasing their satisfaction teaching online courses.
Although the findings regarding the faculty members’ satisfaction teaching online
courses were similar to findings reported in prior studies, the detailed events about how their
satisfaction is impacted by the variables stated were important in this study because some other
faculty members in similar circumstances could easily empathize with the participating faculty
members, and get a raised awareness. Majority of the studies investigating faculty satisfaction
teaching online were quantitative and mixed methods studies had only open-ended questions in
their surveys. The data collected through interviews do allow detailed picture of what happened
and how it impacted the faculty experience.
Training
Five out of six faculty members had some training on technology. The faculty perception
of the training demonstrated that the trainings they received were not particularly about learning
how to design and teach online courses, but more about how to use the learning management
system. Three faculty members stated that they learnt how to teach online themselves. Only one
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faculty member shared that he was satisfied with the training and learnt some basics about how
to design online courses.
As for technology support, two faculty members reported that they had technical help
while designing their courses.

RQ 2 What strategies and approaches related to three types of interaction do the faculty
who teach online courses use as they design their courses?

The second research question of the current study aimed at describing the online course
design experiences of the faculty in relation to Michael Moore’s Three Types of Interaction
Framework. The findings from the six cases also described when the faculty members designed
their courses, what guided them as they embarked on designing the online courses, and how
much time designing an online course required. Therefore, this section presents an overview of
the findings about when and how the faculty members designed their online courses while
discussing their pedagogical implications.
Faculty members, in this study, planned and designed their online courses up-front before
the semester started, and they reported different amount of time spent on preparing an online
course. Similar to findings in the prior studies such as Akdemir (2008), Arinto (2013), Bair and
Bair (2011), Cavanaugh (2005), Chiasson, Terras, and Smart (2015), Conceiçăo (2006) and
Meyer (2012), it was also found that planning and designing an online course required
substantial amount of time and effort. Similar to faculty members in Akdemir (2008), Conceiçăo
(2006) and Gonzalez (2009), one faculty in the current study stated that it was course planning
and designing that took much time, but teaching it was not as time and effort consuming. Based
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on these findings, it could be noted that the time faculty spends on course design might vary
depending on both their technological skills as well as their pedagogical preferences, which can
be a good topic for further research.
As for what guided the participating faculty in planning and designing their online
courses, in line with the faculty in Regan et al. (2012), course goals, student profiles and course
outcomes were important guiding factors in designing online courses. Based on the unsolicited
feedback received from the participating faculty, classroom observations and interviews, as well
as the researcher’s observations throughout the entire data collection process, a strong
connection has been noted between how clear and elaborate the course goals student profiles and
course outcomes were and the ease of course design.
As far as the strategies implemented while planning and designing online courses, the
findings showed that in order to enhance learner interaction with the content, one main strategy
was using a variety of materials so that it could be possible to meet the needs of diverse student
population and maintain student interest. Similar to the findings in Baran, Correira, and
Thompson (2013), Christianson, Tiene, and Luft (2002), Fish and Gill (2009), Gautreau, Street,
and Glaeser (2008), Huang and Hsiao (2012), the content materials the faculty members used
included textbooks, text files, case studies, excel files, various media files and web resources.
Considering the current state of higher education with a student population from all around the
world from various cultural and linguistic backgrounds, it even becomes more important to
include a large variety of content materials that could help cater for the needs of the students and
motivate them to interact with the content more. The online platforms have great advantage as
they can host numerous content materials accessible to all students.
316

The faculty members also used a variety of course activities to facilitate learner
interaction with the course content. Similar to the faculty in Arinto (2013), Barberà, Layne, and
Gunawardena (2014) and Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp (2007), the faculty members in this
study designed several different activities such as discussion board activities, case analyses,
competency quizzes/exams, projects and literature reviews. In the current study, the participating
faculty members also reported that designing graded course activities helped to motivate students
to interact with the course materials. These findings confirmed that online courses should include
various activities so that students could be motivated to interact with the content, learn the
content to be able to achieve the course objectives and have a motivating successful learning
experience.
The current study also reported on what strategies the faculty members implemented in
their course design to communicate with their students. From this point of view, the findings
were novel, and contributed to a fuller understanding of how online courses looked and what
strategies were implemented by the faculty members. One strategy the faculty used was creating
a home page. On their home pages faculty used different strategies such as pictures, videos,
audio recordings, a detailed syllabus, infographic, welcome note, and links to course-related
information. The way the online courses are designed and looked allows the students to have a
first impression about the faculty members. The home page welcomes students, informs them
about the course content, course instructor, course activities and requirements. Therefore, it is
essential for the faculty members to communicate with their students on the first page the
students see on the course site. The faculty members need to inform and orient their students
towards a successful completion of the course starting from the home page.
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In addition to creating home pages to communicate with their students, one other major
strategy implemented was creating modules and using a consistent course structure. In order to
achieve consistency within the course, one major strategy they used was chunking the content
into small units, namely in this study- modules. The idea of chunking the content into small units
was stated in many studies (Baran, Corriera, & Thompson, 2013; Christianson, Tiene, & Luft,
2002; Gautreau, Street, & Glaeser, 2008); however, it was not described as to how each chunk of
content was structured together with the course activities. Unlike the previous studies, the faculty
members in this study reported chunking the content into small part and creating modules. The
course observations and second interviews with the faculty members helped to depict a better
picture of what each of these modules would include. Typically in a module, the faculty
members created a module overview where they introduced the module content, objectives and
related assignments; this was followed by module content which could include assigned
readings, videos or some other media through which the students could learn the module content.
Finally, the modules would include some content-related assignments such as discussion board
activities or demonstration of learning through some media creation. The structure and order of
each of these elements of the module would almost always be the same in each module of the
course because the faculty members tried to enhance students’ course navigation by familiarizing
them with consistent module structure as some faculty emphasized the “focus was on learning”.
By providing consistent module structure, the faculty is able to let their students know how the
course was designed within each module by which means they were able to overcome problems
like disorientation of students as they move along from one module to another that was
experienced previously. This was also verified at multiple incidents during the interviews that
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faculty started receiving fewer emails from students as regards to questions about the module
navigation.
Within the course modules, the faculty members in this study shared that they created a
course orientation module or start here module to communicate with their students to inform and
orient them towards successful course navigation and learning experience. Through these
orientation modules, the faculty members communicated with their students about themselves as
course instructors, course activities and course requirements and other resources. Similar to the
home page, these orientation modules enhance student interaction with the course instructor as
well as the course content. Therefore, it can be said that the faculty members tried to alleviate the
problem of physical and temporal distance, lack of visual cues, immediate feedback to resolve
issues, they implemented strategies that replaced the initial introduction in a face-to-face course.
These strategies help the students to know the learning environment and how they can be
successful in the course similar to their experiences in the first days of face-to-face courses.
The faculty members also used several strategies to communicate with their students
through the way they designed the course assignments. Similar to findings in Gautreau, Street,
and Glaeser (2008), and Park and Bonk (2007), one important strategy the faculty members
implemented while creating course activities also included detailed instructions, guidelines, and
rubrics for the course activities. Another strategy identified was use of due dates. The faculty
members used due dates to help students stay tuned in with their peers and to follow the course
activities. They used consistent due dates in order to help students form the habit and not be
disoriented.

319

Finally, the interviews and course observations helped to identify several options for
faculty contact in their courses. The students were provided several ways of contact with the
faculty members such as e-mail, office phone numbers, in-person meetings and online meetings.
It can be said that in order to eliminate the problem of isolation stemming from physical
distance, the faculty members try to be available to their students as much as possible and
provide several different means to help their students know that they are available and if the
students need help. This strategy shows that the faculty members used the affordances of the
technology and utilized different technology means so that the stake-holders can exchange
information, and continue to teach and learn overcoming the challenge of physical distance.
In line with the findings in prior studies (e.g., Arinto 2013; Barberà, Layne, &
Gunawardena, 2014; Boerema, Stanley, & Westhorp, 2007; Siedlaczek, 2004), in order to create
opportunities for learner-learner interaction, the faculty designed several different activities. In
this study, unlike the prior studies, the purposes of the activities were better defined and
presented. For example, although the major activity identified in the data was using discussion
board activities, it was found that the faculty members used these discussion board activities not
only to create an environment where students could socialize, but they also enhanced the
interaction via adding more variety to the sort of required activities. For instance, one of the
functions of the discussion board activities was to help students to get to know each other
through an introductory discussion board activity. There were also discussion boards for
frequently asked questions. These discussions provided a platform where the students could post
their questions or course-related resources so that they could share their responses with their
classmates as well as the course materials. Within the course content discussions, the purposes
were to check whether the students read the assigned readings through for instance provision of
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several questions for discussion, or discussions on the students’ works which could be either a
media production or lesson plan based on the theories covered in the related module. It can be
concluded here that the faculty members tried to increase the affordances of the technology by
adding various functions. In other words, discussion board activities are important platforms for
students to socialize; however, these platforms need various meaningful activities so that
students could be motivated to take a more active role. It was noteworthy that one instructor even
used Pinterest to enhance learner-learner interaction outside the learning management system.
The students were able to share their works and ideas on this platform and the faculty member
commended the value and motivational aspects of the activity for increased learner-learner
interaction.
In addition to the asynchronous discussion board activities, the faculty members also
created synchronous audio conferences. The major advantages of these platforms were the
provision of immediate help and feedback. In this study, the faculty member also emphasized the
function of creating an active environment for her students through allowing them to do online
presentations, having them work in small groups to discuss content-related issued and provide
expert feedback. Similar to asynchronous discussions, variety of activities are important in
enhancing the interactions among students and between student and instructor. Provision of
several activities other than just lecturing on the platforms is important for the students to
connect with their classmates and instructors.
Similar to the faculty in Perreault et al., (2002), the difficulty of group projects to have
learner- learner interaction was stated in this study. It was clear that the faculty members
experienced challenges while facilitating online projects due to physical and temporal distance.
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Among six faculty members, one admitted quitting the group projects due to several learner
complaints about how it was difficult to work online with people who would not take
responsibility for the project. There was only one faculty member conducting group projects, but
he also stated that he did not use group projects in all courses as students would face several
problems and complain about the challenge of the completion of the work. This faculty member,
however, emphasized taking active role in assigning and facilitating group projects. Creating the
detailed group work guidelines, assigning the group members, having anonymous peer
evaluation, taking action in cases where group members were not fulfilling their responsibilities
and communicating with the groups were among the major strategies shared. Both prior research
and the current study demonstrated that assigning group work in the online platforms is a
challenge for the online faculty. However, the strategies recommended in this study could help
other faculty members to be prepared for successful online group assignments.

RQ 3 What strategies and approaches related to three types of interaction do the faculty

who teach online courses use as they teach?

This section describes and discusses the findings of the current study for strategies the
online faculty implemented while they taught online courses with respect to the findings of the
prior studies.
The first strategy identified to facilitate student interaction in online courses was when
the faculty members rolled out the course to the students. This finding was novel and important
not only because it was not described in previous research studies, but also because it helped to
understand when the faculty started to facilitate their students’ interaction with the content and
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with the other students and what the underlying reasons were for this. Four faculty members
released their whole course at the beginning of the semester so that their students could look
through the modules and be informed about the course content and activities, and make
connections within the module and across the modules. They also stated that once they rolled out
the course they would never make any changes in the course in order not to disorient their
students. This strategy shows that faculty wanted to help students have an overall idea about the
whole course, be informed about the activities, be able to make connections across the modules
and get prepared for the final outcome. This not only helps students be informed, but also feel
more connected to the course.
In relation to course content release time, another novel finding that came from the
current study was the use of pre-requisites. The faculty explained in detail as to why they
implemented pre-requisites in their courses. Two faculty members in the current study shared
that they used pre-requisites to control student progress. This, they stated, would make sure that
their students would follow the sequence of the course content and activities, and would prevent
students from skipping through some content or activities. Two faculty members shared that they
released their course module by module so that they could have control over their students’
progress and would be able to react to their students’ performance in the coming modules. They
would be able to add or delete some content based on their students’ performance and questions.
In addition, they stated that they made sure that their students were on the same page as their
peers. It be inferred that the consistent structure and the way the course activities were designed
were important for successful learning experience and the faculty members need to exercise
some control over student navigation within and across the modules so that they can ensure that
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their students perceives the interconnectedness and can make more sense out of the course
content and activities.
The findings in the current study also showed that the faculty implemented different
strategies to facilitate student interaction during the course activities. For instance, asynchronous
discussions were common in all six participants’ courses, and five faculty members used whole
class discussions, and only one faculty members implemented group discussions. One of the
interesting findings in this study was that one faculty member stated about whole class
discussions versus group discussions. One faculty member explained that putting students into
small groups would not help to increase learner interaction with their peers. She explained that if
a student would not participate in a discussion, it would not matter if it was a small group or
whole class discussion. The faculty member using small group discussions, on the other hand,
believed that group discussions increased learner-learner interaction. It was interesting to
compare this finding with prior research as some faculty members in Boerema, Stanley, and
Westhorp (2007), and Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li, and Gatenby (2014) suggested using small
group for discussions in contrast to the faculty members in the current study. The reason for
whole class or small group preference should be ascribed to the number of students in class.
With large number of students, it is difficult to have high interaction. In small groups, most of
the time students feel more pressure to participate and interact with other students. Therefore, the
first thing to consider while deciding whether or not the discussions will be whole class or not is
the number of students in class, and then how the groups will be set.
In trying to increase learner-learner interaction during the discussion board activities,
faculty participation in the discussions is another strategy. In the current study, there were
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differences in strategies for whether or not the faculty members want to participate in the
discussions. Similar to faculty members in Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp (2007), Huang and
Hsiao (2012), Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006), Meyer (2012) and Regan et al., (2012), in the
current study some faculty members did not participate in the discussions as they did not want to
interrupt the flow of the discussions because they believed their students stopped discussing
reading the expert’s comment. However, some faculty in the current study liked to participate in
the discussions like some other faculty members in Boerema, Stanley, and Westhorp (2007),
Huang and Hsiao (2012), Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006), Meyer (2012) and Regan et al.,
(2012). The participating faculty members would make comments to students posting early so
that all students knew the faculty members were present in the discussions. Their comments
might include feedback on the student post as to whether he/she was on the right track or not so
that the other students who did not post yet, but visited the discussion board would be able to
modify their post before they posted on the discussion board. The faculty would also add
comments saying to the student making an early post that he/she needed to wait for his / her
friends a little bit more, and visit the discussion board again soon so that he/she could read
his/her friends’ posts and discuss with them. Whether to participate in class discussions or not
may seem to be the faculty decision; however, there is a need to examine what the online
students think about seeing faculty members making comments to students’ posts. To know their
opinions about if the teacher presence impact students’ participation and motivates them to
participate more or not can also be more instrumental in our decision-making process.
In addition to interacting with students on the discussion boards, the faculty members
used grading and giving feedback to communicate with their students. The findings of the
current study were in line with the findings of the prior studies. Timely grading and giving
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substantive feedback to students were seen important strategies for facilitating student-teacher
interaction (Bailey & Card, 2009; Baran, Correira, & Thompson, 2013; Boerema, Stanley, &
Westhorp, 2007; Conceiçăo, 2006; Gautreau, Street, & Glaeser, 2008; Lewis & Abdul-Hamid,
2006, Park & Bonk, 2007; Regan, et al., 2012). Using rubrics while grading, and leaving
comments explaining the rationale behind the grading help to inform the students about their
progress and prepare them for the coming assignments. One interesting finding in the current
study also revealed that it was possible to maintain the interaction through the comments if the
faculty members made some personal touch to their comments or feedback like using students’
nicknames, or reminding that they were doing really well, or how they should improve
themselves for the upcoming assignment. Grading and feedback are also important in the online
courses as the physical and temporal distance causes students to feel psychologically distanced
from the courses. Considering that many online students have other responsibilities such as other
courses, jobs and families, grading their assignments and giving substantive feedback could help
bridge the distance in time and space. They can keep the connection with the instructor, with
their work submitted and have a progressive learning experience if they are supported with
timely feedback and grading. This would also help maintain the faculty presence and enhance the
interaction in the platform.
Announcements were another strategy that the faculty members liked to use to
communicate with their students. In line with the findings in Conceiçăo (2006), the current study
also informed about the content of the announcements, and showed they would typically include
feedback on recent course activities, providing examples, or extra resources, informing about
grading and due dates. This study, however, also shed light on when the faculty thought the
announcements were most useful. The findings showed that using announcements at beginning
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of the semester would help connect with students. Then, at the end of the semester, they would
be great means to wrap up the course. This study also demonstrated one interesting strategy
implemented by one of the participating faculty member. As he was not sure if the students read
the announcements or not, he e-mailed the content of his announcements to his students. Another
interesting strategy that this study found was closing the announcements for student comments.
Leaving announcements for student replies was found impractical as some student comment
would spread the misunderstanding to other students, and this would lead to further confusion
among the students.
Similar to previous research studies (Bailey & Card, 2009; Baran, Correira, & Thompson,
2013; Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Santilli & Beck, 2005), the findings of the current study also
showed that the faculty members mostly used e-mails to communicate with their students.
However, there was some interesting information about the e-mail communication. It was found
that one faculty did not use the Inbox of the LMS, and did not allow her students to use it as it
was not user-friendly. She also did not allow her students to e-mail her about course-related
questions, but asked her students to post them on the discussion boards in the course so that other
students with responses could help, or other students with similar questions would be benefit.
This strategy, she explained, helped eliminate responding to many e-mail questions. The content
and frequency of e-mail exchanges may change from faculty member to faculty member,
however, both in prior research studies and the current study, it was found that e-mail is
commonly used by the students, and it was important for the faculty members to make their
contact policy clear to the students. The awareness about the contact policy can help both the
students and the faculty members in that the students would not feel offended or isolated because
of the e-mail exchange time lapse, or they can know where else they can seek answers such as
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the FAQs forums. The faculty would also benefit because they would not feel overwhelmed with
e-mail exchanges and hearing student complaints.
Baran, Correira, and Thompson (2013) found that faculty implemented online
conferences with their students every week to help their students. Similarly the current study also
showed that the faculty members liked one-on-one synchronous conferences with their students
as they believed these synchronous sessions helped to provide better opportunities to help their
students and created more friendly atmospheres. The findings also showed that the faculty
members were planning to include more synchronous conferences with their individual students
to be able to help their students and foster their relationships. Apparently, the faculty members
compensate the lack of in class meetings where they could give immediate feedback and solve
issues as well as create a friendly atmosphere by using one-on-one synchronous sessions. The
intentions of the faculty members to use the same strategy more often in the future shows that
this is working strategy and other faculty members could also try to implement it in their own
contexts. Similar to one-on-one online synchronous sessions, whole class synchronous
conferences with students provide opportunities for immediate feedback, bring students together
for certain activities such as group activities, and solve problems immediately.

328

RQ 4 What challenges related to three types of interaction do the faculty who teach

online courses face as teach, and what strategies do they implement?

This section presents and discusses the findings of the current study on the challenges the
faculty members faced while facilitating student interaction with the content, their peers and the
instructor with references to the findings of prior studies.
In line with the prior studies, the current study also demonstrated that the faculty
members had the challenges caused by the impersonal nature of the online platform (Bair & Bair,
2011; Fish & Gill, 2009; Huang & Hsiao, 2012; Lloyd, Byrne, & McCoy, 2012; Smidt, McDyre,
Bunk, Li, & Gatenby, 2014). It was difficult to have a similar experience as they had in face-toface classrooms where they could demonstrate their teaching persona, establish rapport, give
immediate feedback and develop an ongoing interaction with the students. To alleviate the
challenge, one of the strategies was having on campus orientations. This is one of the novel
findings, and the faculty member commended the strategy saying that these on-campus
orientations both at the beginning and end of the course enabled them to establish a good rapport
with their students, help inform students about the program as well as the courses the students
would take.
Grading timely and giving timely and substantive feedback were also important to cope
with the physical and temporal distance caused by the platform and break the impersonal nature.
Grading and feedback help to bridge the gap between the student and the teacher by letting
students know about their progress as soon as possible while they still remember their own work
so that they can transfer what they have learnt to their upcoming assignments. One strategy that
329

should also be implemented while giving feedback was adding personal touch to the comments
made to the student works. Talking about students’ hobbies or using their nicknames in the
comments would even help break the ice between the faculty members and their online students.
This was an important new finding as it demonstrated the importance of showing affection and
empathy, and that it is possible to show even in the online platforms as well. The findings also
demonstrated that students liked to read comments in which the faculty members made
references to the course content and where the students could find the related information. This
was important for the students to know that the faculty read their assignments and pointed out
specific points in their work for further progress. Online faculty members should remember that
timely grading and substantive feedback help to maintain teacher presence, and create social
interaction between students and teachers.
The second major challenge stated was related to student interaction with the course
content. This finding was reported in prior studies (Bair & Bair, 2011; Smidt, McDyre, Bunk, Li,
& Gatenby, 2014); however, in the current study, the faculty members complained about
students’ not reading the course materials, assignment rubrics and even their feedback for the
submitted assignments. One strategy used was creating pre-requisites within and across modules.
Creating pre-requisites helped to ensure that the students would not be able to jump from one
page to another unless they completed the required activity. It was also important not to overuse
the discussion board activities to check on the assigned readings. The discussions should also
have other activities where the students can share their work and get peer feedback. Since their
work would demonstrate a certain level of understanding of the course, discussions would help
socialize and get constructive feedback for further progress.
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Since the faculty tried to cope with the challenge of students’ not reading, they also
created several alternative ways to tell the students what they need to do. For example, using
infographics to further illustrate what the students need to do to complete the assignments is an
effective visual way to help students. Another strategy is in every module, listing the module
activities and the due dates, using due date reminders could also among other strategies
implemented to enhance student interaction with the course content as well as course activities. It
can be recommended online faculty need to be creative and try to use all possible ways to
motivate students towards interacting with the course content.
The third and the final challenge the faculty members faced while teaching online courses
was related to learner-learner interaction (Bair & Bair, 2011; Haber & Mills, 2008; Meyer, 2012;
Perreault et al., 2002). This challenge was most felt during the group projects; therefore, the
faculty stated that they either replaced the group projects with other assignments where students
could collaborate such as creating a Pinterest activity or minimizing the group projects. They
also created detailed rubrics, peer-evaluation forms and watched the groups’ progress via group
progress reports. One faculty preferred to decrease the number of group work activities and
replaced them with something lighter and more fun but at the same time had some kind of
interaction. Learner-learner interaction is a major issue the faculty members face. However, the
online faculty members should try to motivate students through creating different activities and
create detailed instructions and guidelines that inform and encourage student interaction.
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Limitations

Conducting a qualitative study requires a systematic approach to data collection and
analysis. The steps to be followed were easily manageable. The semi-controlled interview
questions were formed based on the research questions and informed by the prior research
findings. The observation tool was adapted from Lou, Bernard and Abrami (2006). Both the
interview questions and the observation tool were also reviewed by an expert and relevant
modifications were made prior to initiation of data collection. The only part that took most time
and effort was data analysis. During the data analysis, even though I tried to bracket my personal
views, online teaching experience and biases if I had any; however, in qualitative studies, as
Patton (2002) put forth “The human factor is the great strength and the fundamental weakness of
qualitative inquiry and analysis—a scientific two-edged sword” (p. 433), and it is still a
debatable issue that the interpretations of the researcher might be influenced by personal views
or limited by level of understanding, interpretation and writing skills. However, the procedures
followed during the data analysis helped to ensure the trustworthiness and credibility of the
findings. Data analysis started upon completion of the first interviews and notes were taken for
the second interview. This worked as a member check method in a way, and helped to ask the
participants further questions and clarifications. Observations in between the two interviews
helped to visually see what the faculty were referring to as they addressed some specific
segments of their course design. After the second interview, long days of transcription and data
analysis followed. Transcribing the data manually helped to familiarize me more with the data. I
took several notes during this process as to what common codes and themes were emerging from
the data. And I analyzed each case separately so that I could only focus on one’s lived
experiences in his or her bounded context. To counter attack the chances of divergence from the
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data, a peer reviewer was invited to do some data analysis independently. I talked to the peer
reviewer about the procedure, and he reviewed one of the six cases. He coded the data and
formed the themes. Then, we came together and discussed the findings. As the current research
was a descriptive case study, there was almost no room for interpretation other than description
of the lived experiences. There had to be detailed descriptions of the events that the faculty
members shared and several direct quotes were used to support the description of the lived
experiences.
Another limitation of the study was related to transferability of the findings. This research
study was designed specifically as a descriptive multiple case study to describe the lived
experiences of the faculty members in a bounded context. The lived experiences of the faculty
were largely in an asynchronous environment despite some references to synchronous courses
they also taught. As one participating faculty member also stated that her experiences were
limited by the current learning management system. Teaching is a dynamic process. Every
faculty member has their own teaching philosophy. Technology changes almost every day.
Students are now digital natives, and are getting more used to taking classes in the online
environments. Institutions are also changing in many ways. All these dynamic variables
considered, the lived experiences of the faculty members and the strategies they shared may
change as they continue to teach. However, all the faculty members were selected based on a
certain criterion that they are experienced in teaching online courses. The findings represent their
experience and knowledge of how teaching online happens. The systematic literature review
conducted for the dissertation also showed similar strategies implemented by other faculty
members in different context. Therefore, based on the reader’s bounded context, which includes
all the dynamic variables aforementioned, the findings may be useful for some other faculty who
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would like to learn more about teaching online or who may just start to teach online. The
significance of the study lies in the fact that we need to understand what the lived experiences of
the faculty are, how different contexts impact their motivation, what their online course design
and implementation strategies are and how they evolve in time, and how satisfying the faculty
find teaching online courses. As a researcher I aimed to portray the picture of what it meant to
teach online for experiences faculty members from the starting point of teaching online to the
implementation.

Theoretical Implications
In this study, Michael Moore’s (1989) Three Types of Interaction Framework was used.
Using this framework provided a structured procedure for data collection and analysis as it was
helpful to narrow down the broad topic of course design and implementation. Having a
structured guideline, it was easier to understand and describe how the faculty members designed
and taught online courses. More specifically, identifying the strategies described by the faculty
members in designing and teaching online courses and observed in the online courses was easier
as the framework made it possible to make more meaningful connections between what the
faculty members described during the interviews and what was observed in the online courses.
The framework also helped to formulate more detailed questions after the course observations so
that a better understanding was formed.
Another implication was related to the strategies the faculty members used for
orchestrating the three types of interaction. Moore (1989) stated that if one of the interactions
was higher than the others, it would compensate for them. Therefore, it was possible to have one
interaction pattern higher than the others. In this study, it became evident that the faculty
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members made sure that they provided several ways to enhance learners’ interaction with other
learners, the course content and the course instructors. It was clear that they tried every possible
strategy to enhance all three interaction patterns without favoring one. Some strategies they used,
especially discussion board activities, were useful in enhancing not only learner interaction with
other learners but also with the content and the instructors. The kind of assigned discussion was
seen essential in measuring student interaction with the content, how students transferred it to the
discussion board and how they interacted with their peers. The faculty also in general preferred
to give extensive feedback for the assigned topic instead of sharing their opinion in the
discussion boards. It was also seen that group projects in which learner-learner interaction is
supposed to be high was were perceived to be impractical. This was stated to be due to students’
complaints about their group members’ not contributing enough and having many challenges in
completing the projects successfully. The faculty members in this study either replaced group
projects with some other activities, or used group projects sparingly or abandoned them
completely. More research is needed in examining best practices for facilitating group work in
online courses.

Directions for Future Research
The theoretical framework used in this study was Michael Moore’s Three Types of
Interaction (1989). I would also recommend using other distance learning theories to describe
what the lived experiences of the online faculty are. Looking at a phenomenon through the lens
of other theories could help broaden our knowledge of it, and new knowledge could be learnt
through the findings of such a study. For this purpose, Community of Inquiry would be best fit
not only because it is a very recent theory and used only in one study to examine the faculty
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experiences teaching online courses (Bair & Bair, 2011), but also it can allow more perspectives
as to how the faculty design and teach online courses. Findings of such a study can help add to
the existing body of knowledge about the lived experiences of online faculty members, and the
strategies used by the faculty to maintain their teacher, social and cognitive presences. Theories
inform practices and practices inform theories, findings collected through the lens of different
theories can help broaden knowledge about theories as well as pedagogical practices. They can
help to see to what extent the existing theories can help understand the phenomenon and if we
need to formulate new theories to explain the phenomenon.
The topic of teaching online is too broad so one thing for research to consider would be
to narrow the scope to one aspect of online teaching. Based on what aspects of faculty
experiences in teaching online courses will be investigated, further studies could include
different research designs such as focus groups or mixed methods. Focus groups could help
create an atmosphere where the participating faculty members can share their experiences. Such
a sharing experience can help participants remember more and provide more examples. Using
mixed methods research design should also be considered as it will allow both qualitative and
quantitative data. Using prior research findings to formulate the strategies and asking a larger
number of faculty members’ opinions would be useful to see the generalizability of the findings
and more grounded pedagogical implications could be drawn from such a study. This could even
be combined with students’ perceptions of the same strategies to analyze to what extent these
strategies work for the students.
In this qualitative multiple case study research, I implemented data triangulation by using
two rounds of interviews and online course observations, which helped to minimize the
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limitation of self reporting. Self-reporting is a major limitation as the participants sometimes may
not remember or may intentionally avoid reporting their opinions or experiences. This impacts
the credibility and trustworthiness of the study. In order for the research findings to be credible
and trustworthy, it is necessary to have multiple sources of data. Similar to the current study,
researchers should try to use data triangulation by collecting data from different sources such as
interviews, observations, course artefacts or student opinions.
One other direction I would also recommend is conducting interviews with students and
getting their opinions about the stated instructional strategies. How students perceive the course
design and implementation strategies of the faculty would enrich the data and would allow
opportunity to see to what extent the strategies recommended by the instructor cater for the needs
of the diverse student populations.
Finally, the findings of this study also showed that faculty either abandon group projects
or use them sparingly. The faculty members reported student complaints as the major reason for
modification in the group projects. The findings of this study are limited to six faculty members
and the systematic literature review conducted for this study on faculty experiences teaching
online courses demonstrated that there is a gap in the literature for how the faculty members
perceive and implement group projects in the online courses. Therefore, future research is
needed to examine implementing group projects in the online courses.
Pedagogical Implications
Although transferability of qualitative studies’ findings is debatable, the findings of the
current study from experienced faculty members teaching online courses may be useful for
faculty in similar contexts.
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In line with prior research findings, it was found that the course goals and objectives, and
diverse backgrounds of the students should be considered carefully while designing the course.
Having course goals and objectives and diverse student population in mind, it would be easier for
the faculty to gather the content, create learning activities, and assessment tools. Then, it is
advisable to chunk the content into manageable units and start working on how to create
opportunities for learner-content, learner-instructor and learner-learner interactions through a
variety of options.
The findings demonstrated that in order to enhance learner-content interaction, a large
variety of materials should be used while designing the online course. These could include
textbooks, videos, audio files, text files, slide presentations, images, etc. Learner-content
interaction should also be enhanced using variety of activities for instance discussion boards
activities could revolve around issues covered in the course content. There could also be other
assignments such as competency quizzes that could help ensure that the learners follow the
content materials. There should also be assignments that require students to transfer knowledge
to application for instance case studies, individual and group projects that improve student
interaction with the content and demonstrate higher order cognitive skills.
The findings also demonstrated that it was important to communicate with students
through the course design. The instructors in this study created home pages for the courses on
which students could see the instructor photo with a welcome note, or view a welcome video, or
listen to an audio recording by the instructor. The home page could also have for instance, the
course syllabus, which includes the information about the course instructor, a short description of
the course, course objectives, assignments, grading, course and university policies and a tentative
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course schedule. The course syllabus communicates faculty expectations and informs the
students about the course requirements. In the course syllabus, the faculty should also make it
clear to the students as to how they can be contacted. When providing contact information, the
faculty should provide many options such as e-mail address, office phone numbers, online or
face-to-face office hours. The faculty could also provide a guideline as to how the students
should navigate the course. This could be done through an infographic or creating a start here
module where students can have information about the course navigation and other resources
provided. While the faculty members create the course modules or units, they should follow a
consistent structure throughout the online course and within each module or unit. The
consistency should be strengthened by using same due days and time so that students can form
the habit easily and just focus on the course activities. The module should have a consistently
structured overview in which they can provide a short description of the module, objectives and a
list of assignments of the current module. It is also advisable to create detailed instructions,
guidelines and rubrics for the online students so that they can know the faculty expectations and
on what criteria their works will be evaluated.
As for designing learner-learner interaction, the faculty can create discussion board
activities with a variety of purposes and collaborative activities. Discussion boards can be used
for frequently asked questions, to introduce themselves, to reflect and discuss course content
materials, to exchange ideas on student works such as images or lesson plans the students
created. In the discussions, the students should be given a variety of options if they are reflecting
on the course content. They could be given several questions and asked to respond to only two or
three. The students should also be informed about the necessity of keeping the conversation
going in the instructions and/or rubric. The learner-learner interaction could also be enhanced
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through group projects, although it was stated that the students resisted group work activities,
such activities could bring in variety. The faculty can encourage group work through providing
clear guidelines, peer evaluations and follow up activities. The findings of this study also
demonstrated that students could also have discussions on other social platforms such as
Pinterest.
Once the semester starts, it is up-to the instructor to roll out the whole course or not
depending on how the instructor wants to facilitate student learning. However, if the whole
course is rolled out at the beginning of the semester, it is advised not to make any major changes
on the course site as any major change may confuse students.
As for implications for teaching online and facilitating learner-learner interaction, the
faculty can visit the discussion board activities and reply to some students’ posts. This may help
to maintain their presence in the course; however, some faculty members prefer not to participate
in the discussions as they believe their presence shuts down the discussion. However, some
faculty members suggested leaving comments for students’ posts such as giving them feedback if
they are on the right track or not. As for the projects, faculty should help students by helping
them form the groups, giving detailed guidelines and providing student contribution forms so
that students could have a successful learning experience while they collaborate and socialize.
The students should also be provided online spaces to host their group work, their conversations
and files.
The implications for learner-instructor interaction while teaching an online course should
include prompt responses to questions, timely grading and giving extensive feedback on the
students’ work and using different tools to communicate with students. The faculty members
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should try to reply back to their students’ e-mail as soon as possible. It is reported to be very
important to grade students’ assignments as soon as possible and give substantive feedback to the
students. The feedback should include references to the content and some personal details about
the individual students so that the students know that the instructor knows who they are and read
the assignment. The faculty also can use announcements to communicate with their students
about various issues such as recurring problems, extra resources, general feedback on the
completed assignments, etc. The faculty members in the study also loved having one-on-one
conversations with their students via synchronous conversation tools. These tools can help
counter attack the problem of not having face-to-face interactions with the students and provide
opportunities to give immediate feedback and get to know the students on a personal level.
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Appendix A: Interview 1

1. How long have you taught online?
2. How do you like teaching online? What motivates you to teach online?
3. Can you describe your experience in designing online courses?
a. Have you designed online courses before?
b. Did you receive any training on designing online courses prior to designing your
online courses?
4. What are the main strategies/approaches you use in designing this online course?
a. Why did you design your course the way you did?
b. Which (learning theory) guides you in designing online courses?
5. What challenges do you experience while designing online courses? What do these
challenges mean to you?
a. How do you overcome these challenges? What strategies do you use? How do
you think they work? How do they influence your experience?
6. How do you perceive designing your online course workload as compared to teaching
face-to-face? How long did it take you to design your online course?
7. How satisfactory do you find teaching online? What are the contributing factors for your
satisfaction? What else would help improve your satisfaction teaching online?
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Appendix B: Interview 2

1. How well do you feel the course proceeded?
a. What worked and what did not work?
2. Do you think the strategies you used in designing your online course worked? How do
you evaluate the success of course design influenced your online teaching?
3. What were the challenges you faced due to the course design? And how did you
overcome these challenges?
4. Did you make changes in the course design and content including assignments during the
semester? If so, why? If not, why not?
a. If no changes were made due to time constrains, what design features would you
change if you have more time?
5. What (new) changes would you like to make next time you teach the course?
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Appendix C: Observation Instrument

Interaction
Pattern
Learnercontent
interaction

Features

Description

Course Structure
Systematic instructional design
(ID)

What were the major design components of the course?
Were conventional instructional design practices and
principles used in developing the course and course
materials?

PowerPoint Slides
Images
Video Clips
Use of computer-based instruction
(CBI)
Assessment
Use of Web-based course materials
Learnerinstructor
interaction

Course Orientation
Opportunity for face-to-face
meetings with instructor
Provision for synchronous
technology-mediated
communication with instructor
Use of asynchronous CMC with
students

Activities that encourage learnerinstructor interactions

Learnerlearner
interaction

Opportunity for face-to-face
contact with other students
Provision for synchronous
technology-mediated
communication with other students
Use of asynchronous CMC with
other students
Activities that encourage learnerlearner interactions

Was broadcasting TV or videotape used to deliver
instruction?
Were computer-based tutorials or simulations used as part
of instructional materials?
Quizzes and/or exams
Were Web-based course materials used to deliver
instruction?
a/synchronous orientation
Did DE students have opportunities to meet the instructor
face-to-face during instruction, or at an orientation session
only, or have no opportunity?
Were the instructor and the students able to communicate
synchronously using telephone, video-conferencing, or
chats?
Did the instructor participate in asynchronous discussion
with students via discussion board, or listserv, or use e-mail
to communicate with students?
Was learner-instructor contact encouraged through course
activities or by course design? Indicators of “contact
encouraged” include things like: regularly scheduled office
hours, class discussions, one-on-one tutoring by instructor,
etc.
Did DE students have opportunities to meet other students
face-to-face during instruction, or at an orientation session
only, or have no opportunity?
Were students able to communicate synchronously using
telephone, video-conferencing, or chats?
Did students participate in asynchronous discussion with
other students via discussion board, or listserv, or use email to communicate with other students?
Was learner-learner contact encouraged through course
activities or by course design? Indicators of “contact
encouraged” include things like group projects, group
discussions, peer tutoring, CMC, and so forth.
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Course
Observation

Appendix D: First e-mail sent to the faculty members asking them it they would like to
participate in the study.
Dear Dr. …,
I am Ahmet Colak, a Ph.D candidate in the Instructional Technology department at USF. I am
doing my dissertation on faculty members’ lived experiences teaching online (IRB:
Pro00024050). I am contacting you because I would like to ask if you would like to volunteer to
contribute to my study by taking part in it as study participants. You are being asked because you
have taught online courses, and you are teaching an online course this semester as well.
Briefly, my dissertation will focus on the faculty members’ lived experiences while teaching
distance courses including the aspects of motivation, challenges, and successes employing a
descriptive intrinsic case study approach to seek a better and deeper understanding of how
faculty members design and teach distance courses using a variety of technology tools and
environments to facilitate learner-content, learner-learner, and learner instructor interactions. It
will be a qualitative study and to collect data, I will be conducting two half an hour interviews,
online course observations and short informal talks or e-mails depending on your availability at
your convenience. At the end of the research, I hope to be able to depict faculty members’ lived
experiences while teaching an online course using Three Types of Interaction Framework.
Your participation is voluntary, and your contribution is very much appreciated. If you would
like to talk about the study details or ask me any questions, I would be more than happy to meet
you in person at your convenience. You can reach me via e-mail at acolak@mail.usf.edu or
phone at 813-445-22-40.
I look forward to hearing from you soon.
Best Regards,
Ahmet Colak
Ph.D. student, IT, University of South Florida
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Appendix E: Second e-mail sent to the faculty members
Dear Dr. …,
Thank you very much for your reply, and volunteering to take part in my study. I would like to
ask when would be the best time for you to have the first interview.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Best Regards,
Ahmet Colak
Ph.D. student, IT, University of South Florida
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Appendix F: IRB Letter
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Appendix G: Consent Form for the Participating Faculty

Informed Consent to Participate in Research Involving Minimal Risk
Information to Consider Before Taking Part in this Research Study

Pro00024050

You are being asked to take part in a research study. Research studies include only people who
choose to take part. This document is called an informed consent form. Please read this
information carefully and take your time making your decision. Ask the researcher or study staff
to discuss this consent form with you, please ask him/her to explain any words or information
you do not clearly understand. The nature of the study, risks, inconveniences, discomforts, and
other important information about the study are listed below.
We are asking you to take part in a research study called:
“A Case Study Examining Faculty Members’ Lived Experiences in Distance Education”
The person who is in charge of this research study is Ahmet Colak. This person is called the
Principal Investigator. However, other research staff may be involved and can act on behalf of
the person in charge. He is being guided in this research by Dr. Yiping Lou.

Purpose of the study
This study is being conducted by Ahmet Colak, a Ph.D. candidate, for his doctoral dissertation.
The purpose of this study is to explore and depict faculty members’ lived experiences while
teaching online courses using Three Types of Interaction Framework. Your participation is asked
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because you teach online courses and your participation is expected to assist in portraying the
faculty members’ lived experiences teaching online according to Three Types of Interaction. It is
also hoped that the results of the study will demonstrate what interaction patterns are exploited
and what design practices are implemented to help teaching online better.

Why are you being asked to take part?
We are asking you to take part in this research study because you are a faculty member teaching
an online course. You are experienced in teaching online course and have the knowledge and
expertise that will contribute to the current research study being conducted.
Study Procedures:
If you take part in this study:
- You will be asked to participate in two half-an-hour interviews that will take place at your
office or at another place that is most convenient for you on USF Tampa campus. The first
interview will be in the first week of November, and second interview will be in the last week of
November. The interviews will be audio-recorded, and the principal investigator and the study
coordinator will have access to these recordings. The recorded data will be kept on a flash drive
locked in a cabinet in the principal investigator’s home. The recording files will be deleted upon
the completion of the principal investigator’s dissertation study in August, 2016. During these
two half-an-hour interviews, you will be asked questions about your experiences teaching online
courses. The first half-an-hour interview will be about your online teaching experiences in
general including how long you have taught online, how you design your courses, what strategies
you use when designing online courses, what challenges you experience while designing online
courses and how you overcome them, how you perceive your workload and satisfaction teaching
online. The second interview will be conducted three weeks after the first interview. It will
include questions about the online course you are teaching such as how it is going, if there are
any changes you are making, what strategies you implemented worked or if you made any
changes on the course content.
- In between the two interviews, the researcher will be observing your online course for three
weeks, and will depict the course design, materials and tools you use, and the interaction patterns
implemented. The online course observations will be entered on word documents, and will be
saved on a flash drive locked in a cabinet in the principal investigator’s home. The principal
investigator and the study coordinator will have access to these observation files. The
observation files will be deleted upon the completion of the principal investigator’s dissertation
study in August, 2016.
- After each week’s observation, the principal researcher will also have short talks with you
either on the phone or face-to face, and ask you questions about how the course is going and how
you feel about teaching that course, if you would like to talk about any issues coming up during
your course that has influenced your teaching. These short talks will also be audio-recorded, and
the principal investigator and the study coordinator will have access to these recordings. The
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recorded data will be kept on a flash drive locked in a cabinet in the principal investigator’s
home. The recording files will be deleted upon the completion of the principal investigator’s
dissertation study in August, 2016.
- Each recorded material (both audio recordings and the observation notes) will be named with
fictitious names, and the participants will be given pseudonyms so that it will be made sure that
your identities are not revealed in any way.
Total Number of Participants
About 7 individuals will take part in this study at USF.
Alternatives / Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
You do not have to participate in this research study.
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You should not feel that there is
any pressure to take part in the study. You are free to participate in this research or withdraw at
any time. There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to receive if you stop
taking part in this study.
Benefits
The potential benefits of participating in this research study are the study will help the faculty
members reflect on their own practices. The results of the research will be shared with the
participating faculty so they will gain a greater awareness about their online teaching. It is
expected that the results of the research will help inform the faculty about their own teaching and
see their teaching in relation to the theories and practices of online teaching in general.
Risks or Discomfort
This research is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with this
study are the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional risks to those who
take part in this study.
Compensation
You will receive no payment or other compensation for taking part in this study.
Costs
It will not cost you anything to take part in the study.
Privacy and Confidentiality
We will keep your study records private and confidential. Certain people may need to see your
study records. Anyone who looks at your records must keep them confidential. These
individuals include:
The research team, including the Principal Investigator, and the study coordinator.
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Certain government and university people who need to know more about the study, and
individuals who provide oversight to ensure that we are doing the study in the right way.
Any agency of the federal, state, or local government that regulates this research.
Florida Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) and the Office for Human Research
Protection (OHRP).
The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and related staff who have oversight responsibilities
for this study, including staff in USF Research Integrity and Compliance.
We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not include your name. We
will not publish anything that would let people know who you are.

You can get the answers to your questions, concerns, or complaints
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, or experience an
unanticipated problem, call Ahmet Colak at 813-445-22-40.
If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this study, or have complaints,
concerns or issues you want to discuss with someone outside the research, call the USF IRB at
(813) 974-5638.

Consent to Take Part in this Research Study
I freely give my consent to take part in this study. I understand that by signing this form I am
agreeing to take part in research. I have received a copy of this form to take with me.

_____________________________________________
Signature of Person Taking Part in Study

____________

Date

_____________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Taking Part in Study
Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the study what he or she can expect from
their participation. I confirm that this research subject speaks the language that was used to
explain this research and is receiving an informed consent form in their primary language. This
research subject has provided legally effective informed consent.
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________________________

_______________

Signature of Person obtaining Informed Consent

Date

_______________________________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
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